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Preface

Case Studies in Policy Making and Implementation (PMI) is an executive level text in its sixth
edition and is used in a master’s degree granting program of study at the Naval War College
(NWCQ). It represents the imagination and creative effort of the PMI faculty here in the
National Security Decision Making (NSDM) Department of the NWC, as well as the experi-
ences shared by seminar participants and the leadership of many of the organizations

depicted in the case studies.

The PMI curriculum is aimed at a seminar composed of senior and middle level U.S. and
international military and governmental leaders, who are already proven performers and
are by every standard, already successes in their careers. They are selected for attendance at
the NWC, by their organizations and nations, based upon their bright future promise as
senior leaders in government and the military. The course, therefore, is designed to in-
crease these senior level leader’s understanding of political, organizational, and behavioral
phenomena which are relevant to national security decision making at the highest levels of
government and the military. To achieve this purpose, the course is comprised of two parts.
The first part of the course introduces a framework to consider the factors that influence
national level policy decision making. The second part builds upon the first and uses a dif-
ferent framework to consider more directly the challenges of leading and implementing

change in large and complex organizations.

The cases in this edition have been significantly updated from previous editions to en-
sure that students are presented with a broad selection of national policy and organizational
change cases that will challenge them to apply course concepts and to develop their own
skills of critical analysis. Though the underlying events, issues, and organizational chal-
lenges are factual; the cast of characters, their personalities, and relationships have often
been fictionalized to enhance readability. Time is compressed and issues are condensed to
enhance the educational usefulness of the case study in a program that involves an extensive

graduate level reading load.

Many thanks to my colleagues, the PMI faculty, for providing great content and ad-
vice—they made the editing job easy. I also gratefully acknowledge the continued assistance
of Karla Bakos, Susan Meyer, and Samuel O. Johnson. Their creative eye, editorial advice,
and publication savvy have been instrumental in putting the best possible product into the

hands of our students, on time.

David Williams

(williamd@nwc.navy.mil)

January 2002






Part One:

The National Security Environment and Institutions






Anti-Personnel Landmines:
A U.S. Policy-Making Minefield

GEORGE E. TEAGUE

ommander Jimmy Lemkis just couldn’t believe it. Despite all the stories he had
heard throughout his twenty-one years of service, and especially during this past
year at the Naval War College, he still was not prepared for what was happening
to him. Reporting for duty at the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) only a
few hours earlier, he was now sitting in the office of his new boss, Air Force Colonel John
Rockets. He had gone there expecting to get the typical welcome aboard speech and an
overview of his new duties. Instead, he was met with a brief, but friendly, introduction and

then quickly given the particulars of his first tasking.

“Sorry I can’t give you more time to get your feet on the ground, Jimmy, but we’ve got to
move on this fast and everyone else is already tied up with multiple missions. As I am sure
you are aware, OSD has been going like gangbusters ever since President Bush took office.
With all the attention paid to high profile issues like the attacks on Iraqi air defense sites,
the EP-3 aircraft incident with China, and especially our on-going war on terrorism, a lot of
other important work has been left somewhat unattended. However, the administration is
continuing to review and modify many of the policies that were put in place during the
Clinton years. One such policy currently under review involves anti-personnel landmines
(APLs), and Secretary Rumsfeld needs some information from us pretty quickly before he

weighs in with a formal Department of Defense (DoD) position.”

Colonel Rockets paused for a moment to take a quick sip of coftee, then continued, “Ba-
sically, what the boss needs from us is a clear understanding of how the current U.S. policy
on APLs came about. He also needs a summary of how we have done to date on implement-
ing the policy and what’s changed since it was first announced. Finally, he wants to know
‘who’s got a dog in this fight'...that is, what interested parties may try to influence the cur-
rent review, why, and how.” He reached across the desk to hand Jimmy a thin folder, stating
“I jotted down a few names and phone numbers of folks you may want to talk with to help
you get started. In case you are wondering, you got this mission for three reasons. First,
since you just got here you don’t have any other assignments yet and can give this your com-
plete attention. Second, as a Navy construction expert, or Seabee, you are the closest thing
I've got to a subject matter expert on landmines. Third, and most important, your Policy
Making and Implementation (PMI) instructor up at the Naval War College was a classmate

of mine when I was there in 1999, and he told me that you were one of his star pupils, so I
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know you've got the requisite skills to handle this mission. I'll need an initial brief tomorrow.

Great to have you on-board,” he said as he shook Jimmy’s hand and ended the meeting.

Back in his office, Jimmy began looking over the rather sparse list of names he had got-
ten from Colonel Rockets. One grabbed his attention right away — an Army colonel named
Jack Warden from the Office of the Secretary of the Army. The notes beside Colonel War-
den’s name indicated that he had done some sort of review of the landmine policy back in
1999. Jimmy smiled as he dialed the colonel’s number, thinking that this call might save
him a lot of legwork. A female voice answered the phone, “Colonel Long speaking. May I
help you?”

“Yes, Ma’am. This is Commander Lemkis from OSD. May I speak with Colonel Warden,
please?” asked Jimmy.

“I'm sorry. He is no longer assigned here. May I help you with something?” replied Colo-
nel Long.

Jimmy was immediately disappointed, but took the time to explain why he was calling in
the hope that perhaps Colonel Long or someone else she knew might have worked with
Colonel Warden on his review. “Do you, by any chance, know anything about the landmine
policy briefing that he prepared for Secretary Caldera in 1999?” he asked.!

“You're in luck, commander,” she replied. “I remember the project. I even helped him a
little bit with it. If you will leave your number, I'll try to locate a copy of it for you and I will
call you back.”

As he waited for her call, Jimmy dialed another number from the list, this one to the Of-
fice of Mine Action Initiatives and Partnerships at the State Department. He explained what
he was working on to a secretary, who then forwarded his call to Ms. Laura Beccam. After a
brief discussion, Ms. Beccam agreed to meet with him later that afternoon. As soon as he

hung up, the phone rang and he was pleased to hear Colonel Long’s voice on the line.

“Commander Lemkis? Patty Long here. Although I hate to admit it, I cannot find a copy
of Jack’s briefing. Now that I think about it, I'm not sure he ever produced a final version.
However, I did locate his working file and it is full of notes and articles that I think you will
find very useful. You are welcome to come look at it and even make copies of stuff, but I'm

afraid I cannot let the file leave the office. Would you like to come by sometime today?”
“Yes,” Jimmy said quickly. “Can I come over now?”

“No problem. I'll keep the file on my desk. If I get called out before you get here I'll leave

it with the secretary up front and let her know you are coming.”

After getting directions, Jimmy thanked her and headed for the door feeling much
better about this project than he had when he left Colonel Rockets’ office.
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Colonel Warden’s file was a gold mine of information about U.S. policy on APLs, at least
up to the point where his work apparently ended in 1999. Jimmy had news articles, inter-
views, e-mail messages, hand-written notes and other documents spread all over a table
near Colonel Long’s office in the Army staff spaces. In addition to the workspace, Patty had
given him a code for the copy machine and even offered to discuss the issue with him once
he had reviewed the material. He quickly organized the paperwork into several distinct
piles and then began to sketch out a timeline of events and a synopsis of current U.S.

anti-personnel landmine policy.

Although elements of the policy were announced at various times in 1996 and 1997,
the key decision seemed to be President Clinton’s 17 September 1997 declaration of
anti-personnel landmine policy.? In announcing his decision, the president stated that the
United States would not sign the Ottawa Treaty banning APLs due to our nation’s “unique
responsibilities for preserving security and defending peace.” He further added that,
“there is a line I simply cannot cross, the safety and security of our men and women in uni-
form.” He then reviewed his APL policy, a multi-faceted approach to the problem. This in-
cluded a commitment to renew efforts to negotiate a global ban on landmines through the
United Nations (UN) Conference on Disarmament (CD) in Geneva, an approach he origi-
nally announced in January of that same year. He also directed the Defense Department to
develop alternative technologies to replace APLs outside Korea by 2003 and within Korea
by 2006, and he committed to significantly increase funding for all aspects of U.S. demining
programs. In addition, he made permanent a moratorium on the export of APLs by the
United States and capped the U.S. inventory of self-destructing landmines at existing lev-
els. Finally, he appointed General David Jones, former chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
as special advisor to the president and the secretary of defense for issues related to this pol-
icy.?

Just one month later, Secretary of State Albright and Secretary of Defense Cohen further
clarified the policy by introducing the president’s initiative called Demining 2010, a pro-
gram intended to eliminate, by 2010, the threat to civilians posed by landmines already on
the ground. The first step in this program involved appointing Assistant Secretary of State
Karl F. Inderfurth to serve as the special representative of the president and of the secretary
of state for global humanitarian demining. “Looks like the major focus of this policy is go-
ing to be on the demining component,” Jimmy thought to himself. “I wonder why . . . visibil-
ity? . . . likelihood of success? . . . powerful forces at work who favor this approach? . . . doing

what no one else can do as well? Hmmm.”

Next, Jimmy decided to prepare a brief summary of the historical facts he had derived
from the folder. Since before WWII, the rules of war and international law have defined
mine warfare as a defensive strategy. Minefields were normally placed between countries or
occupied territory, and APLs were invented to inhibit breaching of these barriers. These
rules generally held through the Korean War, after which both North Korea and the UN
Command used APLs to help establish the Demilitarized Zone. To this day, the U.S. de-

fense treaty with South Korea rests in part on our policy of maintaining defensive mine
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warfare to protect U.S. forces. Then in Vietnam the Viet Cong started to use mines as psy-
chological weapons, often building crude “home-made” mines from tin cans and scrap
metal. In that same time frame, the United States introduced a technological break-

through—smart mines capable of self-deactivation and self-destruction.

These remotely delivered smart mines were called by their acronym—FASCAM—which
stands for the “Family of Scatterable Mines” and they contained both anti-armor and
anti-personnel mines. Developed for both the Army and Air Force, FASCAM was widely
viewed as an important force enabler to the military. Except for the dumb mines retained
for use in Korea and for training, the United States currently only uses FASCAM. However,
the rest of world’s major arms producers—particularly China, Russia, and Italy—continue
to focus on producing dumb mines. Though labeled “dumb,” these mines are actually so-
phisticated weapons that are noted for their ease of construction, cheap cost, and lack of
metal parts to foil detection. These types of mines were used extensively in the wars in the

1980s and 1990s and now constitute the problem.*

Patty interrupted his thoughts to offer him a cup of coffee, adding, “I've got a few mo-

ments if you would like to discuss any of this.”

“Sure,” said Jimmy, “and thanks for the coffee. I hope the Army’s coffee is better than the

stuff we make over at OSD.”

“I wouldn’t count on it. If you don’t mind my saying so, I think this issue is potentially
more explosive than you may think. DoD feels itself under attack from all sides on this issue.
Although in the big scheme of things APL policy may appear to be a small-potato policy, it is
anything but that! It has direct connections to debates about international law, traditional
diplomacy versus new processes of arms control, rules of war and sovereignty, and what role
other states, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), and the public should play in driv-

ing U.S. security policy. It is a confusing issue unless you have the timeline down.”

“I have the key dates broken out here,” said Jimmy. (See Chronology at end of case
study.)

Patty took a long look at the timeline and said, “Wow, I'm impressed! You've gotten this
together pretty quickly. Did you know our policy efforts were supported by several NGOs,
and in particular the International Committee of the Red Cross, during the Cold War pe-
riod? In the last several years, however, the situation has changed somewhat and new forces
have emerged to attempt to force a change in our APL policy. Let’s talk about some of those
forces.

“In the early 1990s the Vietnam Veterans of America Foundation (VVAF) initiated an in-
ternational effort to ban landmines and managed to enlist the support of several other
NGOs. They hired an outspoken activist, Ms. Jody Williams, to serve as the coordinator of
what became known as the International Campaign to Ban Landmines (ICBL).” Ms. Wil-
liams championed the ICBL cause and led it from its infancy into ‘super-NGO’ status. She
eventually brought together over thirteen hundred groups and organizations from ninety
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countries to create a force to pressure governments into changing their landmine policies.
She calls this concept for world change the use of ‘civil society.” For their efforts, she and
the VVAF were co-recipients of the Nobel Peace Prize, an event that generated a great deal

of favorable publicity for the cause and undoubtedly enhanced the ICBL’s credibility.

“I can understand how the ICBL might be effective in pressuring individual countries
into changing their landmine policies,” Jimmy said, “but how did they manage to generate

an international treaty?”

“Actually, they did not generate the treaty, although they were certainly instrumental in
promoting it and pressuring countries to join,” replied Patty. “The international treaty was
largely the result of efforts by Canada’s foreign minister, Mr. Lloyd Axworthy, who created
the ‘Ottawa Process’—a fast-track negotiation of a convention banning landmines.

“At the conclusion of the First Review Conference of the 1980 Convention on Conven-
tional Weapons (CCW) in Geneva in May 1996, many delegates were disappointed at the
failure to achieve consensus on an outright ban of APLs. Mr. Axworthy decided to radically
change the process of negotiating a landmine treaty and announced Canada’s sponsorship
of a new and different kind of conference in Ottawa in October of that same year. At the end
of the Ottawa Conference, Mr. Axworthy then challenged the world’s countries to come
back by the end of 1997 with their respective government’s approval for a treaty to ban
landmines. The Ottawa Process surprised many governments, not only because of the speed
with which it operated, but also because Canada chose neither to follow the lead of their su-
perpower neighbor to the south, nor rely upon an existing diplomatic forum. Instead, Can-
ada formed its own process and rapidly changed the face of international diplomacy. The
result was the Convention on the Prohibition of the Use, Stockpiling, Production and Transfer of
Anti-Personnel Mines and on their Destruction, more commonly called the Ottawa Treaty or the
Landmine Ban Treaty.” For his active support and leadership in this process, the VVAF recog-
nized Mr. Axworthy with the Senator Patrick J. Leahy Humanitarian Award in December
2000.°

“Would that be Senator Leahy, the Democrat from Vermont?” asked Jimmy. “I think I
saw an interview with one of his congressional staffers in Colonel Warden’s folder. Yeah,
here it is. He must have been a pretty active supporter of the cause to get an award named
after him.”

“Senator Leahy has been impacting this process for years by continually introducing con-
gressional legislation to limit U.S. production, export and use of APLs,” Patty replied. “He
seemed to get pretty close with President Clinton on this issue . . . the details are probably in

that interview.

“What about DoD—do you have any insight as to their role or inputs into the process?”
asked Jimmy.

“Not a lot of specifics,” replied Patty. “I know there were many factions within DoD with

strong emotions and what I think were parochial mindsets on the policy during that time
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frame. The Joint Staff apparently didn’t want to run afoul of their civilian leaders at OSD so
they wouldn’t touch it. They wanted the Army to carry the ball. The folks over in OSD actu-
ally wanted to see the APL ban go into effect early in Mr. Clinton’s first term, so they weren’t
very happy with us because the Army took a go-slow approach.? Since Secretary Rumsfeld
took charge, I haven’t heard as much about the issue, perhaps because everyone has been
tied up with all the other stuff going on around here. I did hear that one of the reviews he
commissioned has recommended abandoning the 2003 and 2006 deadlines to replace all
APLs with alternative technologies. As you might imagine, this is already causing a lot of
anxiety among NGOs like the ICBL and Human Rights Watch, both of whom had hoped to
convince President Bush to go one step further than Clinton and actually sign the Ottawa
Treaty.'® Further exacerbating the issue, word has gotten around that the Army has zeroed
the 2003-2007 spending plan funding that was targeted for the development of a dumb
APL alternative, and the word also indicates that we are going to propose that the United
States abandon its efforts to develop alternatives for FASCAM mixed-mine systems.!! You

should try to hit some of the NGO websites to get their latest views on these issues.

“Well, I've got to get back to work,” Patty concluded. “Hope I've been of some help. One
last piece of advice: there are lots of competing and complementary pressures exerting
themselves on this policy. Don’t draw any conclusions until you’ve looked at the full range of

participants and issues.”

Jimmy thanked her for all her help, then made copies of several documents and headed
back to his office to begin organizing his thoughts and making notes. He selected copies of
some e-mail messages and some interview notes from his “Warden file” and began to care-

fully read through them.

The first e-mail message that Jimmy read was from Jody Williams herself. Although Col-
onel Warden’s message indicated that he had asked her about the ICBL’s position on ban-
ning landmine use along the Arab-Israeli borders, her response did not answer that
question directly. Instead, her reply explained that with the Cold War over, small countries
could gain influence if they worked together to act on a policy. She went on to say that gov-
ernments would come to see that they do not need landmines to secure their borders and
that their civil populations would help to bring about this change. She also spoke of how the
NGOs gained credibility with the public and with international organizations and states be-
cause they were initially the only ones with the data on the destruction APLs were causing.
Ms. Williams added that NGOs were adept at using information to raise domestic awareness
of the problem in countries all over the world. She ended by saying that her concept of “civil
society” works to form new partnerships with governments, and that these open partner-

ships were not the old diplomacy of the nation-states.'?

The next message contained notices from Canada’s Foreign Ministry. One noted how
Canada was being praised by the UN and other countries for leading the Ottawa Process,
and for influencing the U.S. policy of 17 September 1997. Another showed Mr. Axworthy at
the DMZ in Korea stating that the treaty might save forty thousand casualties worldwide per
year and that South Korea should eventually renounce APLs.



Teague 17

“Interesting,” Jimmy thought as he turned his attention to a lengthy set of notes from an

interview conducted with a Mrs. Anne Sears from the National Security Council.

Colonel Warden had begun the interview by asking Mrs. Sears if she could clarify the cur-
rent U.S. policy on APLs. Her response read as follows:

“Without Senator Leahy there might not have been any action. The landmine morato-
rium he pushed through Congress in 1993 was due to expire in 1996. When he promised
to renew it with even greater restrictions, the administration launched a formal review of
its landmine policy. The outcome was published in February 1996 in the first National Se-
curity Strategy in which we laid out our commitment for APL control. The strategy clearly
stated that long lasting ‘dumb’ APLs were the problem, not the U.S. ‘smart’ FASCAM
mines. So our 1996 policy was to stop the use of ‘dumb’ APLs except in Korea and for
training, to destroy U.S. stockpiles of these mines, to retain our ‘smart’ APLs until we can
find alternative technologies, and to have DoD conduct demining programs. We would
also seek to use the Conference on Disarmament process to control other nations’ use of
dumb landmines. This was a positive statement of global leadership by the president. Our

allies totally supported this policy.”!?

When asked why the president announced new policy on 17 September 1997, Mrs. Sears
had said, “The NGOs came together like never before on this issue and really carried the
day. We believe that even the Canadian government was surprised at how fast and how far
the Ottawa Process went. Mr. Axworthy personally believed in this cause when he an-
nounced the goal of a total landmine ban in October 1996 and took the unusual step of
challenging the world community to come back to Ottawa in December of 1997 to sign the
treaty. By 4 December 1997 there were 122 countries that had signed the actual treaty.'*
With only forty countries needed to ratify the treaty, it went into effect on 1 March 1999,
and by now most of the remaining countries have also ratified it.

“Our position was that we needed to keep our smart mines—especially our mixed-mine
FASCAM systems—in order to protect our troops. Those countries attending the Ottawa
Conference did not accept our position; they wanted to completely ban the use, production,
stockpiling and transfer of all APLs. We bargained aggressively in the Ottawa Process but to
no avail, so we did not sign the treaty. The treaty advocates just wanted everything to hap-
pen almost immediately. They didn’t fully realize that government policy takes time to de-
velop, as do the alternative technologies needed to replace our smart APLs. Our deliberate
efforts through the Conference on Disarmament may achieve success and thus we can have
a greater impact on everyone. Several countries involved in the proliferation of dumb APLs

didn’t attend Ottawa, but they do attend the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva.'?

“The president knew he would have to publicly address his decision not to sign the Ot-
tawa Treaty and was, therefore, pressured to pull the various aspects of U.S. landmine policy
and practice together into a coherent and defensible alternative to the treaty. He received
numerous inputs in coming to his decision, but the option that he chose was one that main-

tained U.S. leadership on this issue, protected our forces, and acknowledged values held by
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the American public. The key new elements of his 17 September 1997 policy were the com-
mitment to develop alternatives to APL use outside of Korea by 2003 and within Korea by
2006, and the appointment of General Jones, former CJCS and an APL ban supporter, as
the president’s landmine advisor. He also directed a significant increase in funding for
demining operations, to include research and development, expanded training, and in-
creased assistance for mine victims. And the last step was to renew our efforts to negotiate a
global APL ban at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva.”

After reading the interview and taking more notes, Jimmy took Patty’s advice and visited
several websites for nongovernmental organizations, international and national special in-
terest groups, media coverage, and governmental agencies’ reports. A quick scan showed
him that there were a lot of confusing facts and opinion on this policy. He noted that several
of the sites included phone numbers for points of contact, so he decided to try to arrange
some interviews. Although unsuccessful in getting through to the UN’s Department of Hu-
manitarian Affairs, he did manage to get appointments with the Human Rights Watch and
the VVAF. He also tried to contact Will Davids, a reporter from the Army Times who had writ-
ten an article on this issue that Jimmy had found in the file. Davids wasn’t in, so Jimmy left a
message and then headed to the State Department for his appointment at the Office of

Mine Action Initiatives and Partnerships.

On arrival at the State Department, Jimmy entered and found his way to the office of Ms.
Laura Beccam. He was somewhat surprised to note that she was located in the Bureau of
Political-Military Affairs. He made a mental note to ask about reorganization, then checked
in with the secretary. She informed him that Ms. Beccam would be back in a few minutes
and that he was welcome to wait in her office. As he did so, he picked up an unusual comic

book and began leafing through the pages.

“Hi. I'm Laura Beccam, and you must be Commander Lemkis,” a tall woman of about
Jimmy’s age stated as she entered the room. “Well, I see the Superman and Wonder Woman
comic book caught your eye. We created the first one of these for use in Bosnia, and the first
lady, Hillary Clinton, introduced it in 1996. The Spanish version you're looking at is for
Central America and it was unveiled in 1998 at the UN by Kofi Annan and General Wil-
helm. Our State Department coordinated with DC Comics, a division of Warner Brothers
Entertainment, to create and publish them for the UN Children’s Fund (UNICEF).'® The
comic books are part of our efforts to educate the public about the dangers of landmines
and to match government and private partnerships to bring support to our APL policy. The

project has been a huge success.”

“What a great idea,” said Jimmy. “I really appreciate your meeting with me on such short
notice, Ms. Beccam. As I said on the phone, I'm preparing a report on APL policy and

would like to discuss the State Department’s views.”
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“Well,” she began, “as you know, our APL policy is currently under review and we are
prevented from talking about specifics of the review. However, I can give you some back-
ground information and fill you in on the role State played in shaping that policy, and I can
discuss some of the things that we have done since.!” Basically, the landmine problem be-
gan during the 1970s as the superpowers fought proxy wars in places such as Angola, Af-
ghanistan, Cambodia, Nicaragua, and Vietnam. Since the Cold War many of these locations
and others, including Bosnia, Kosovo, and Chechnya, have been embroiled in internal con-
flict and civil war. Cheap, effective, and easily obtained; APLs quickly became the weapons
of choice in these conflicts, leading to their extensive and largely uncontrolled use. As a re-
sult, an estimated 70 to 110 million such mines were scattered in sixty-eight countries
around the globe, causing death and serious injury to thousands of innocent civilians each
year. Consider these statistics: in Cambodia one of every 236 civilians is a victim, and in An-
gola over 70,000 people are amputees—both are the highest proportions in the world. Our
initial estimate was that 55,000 casualties were occurring yearly due to landmines. U.S. pol-

icy had to respond to these facts.'®

“The State Department was the early leader among nations in advocating the control of
landmines. In the late 1970’s we helped craft the Protocols to the 1949 Geneva Conventions
that were eventually signed by the United States in 1982. These Protocols codified custom-
ary humanitarian law about who is a combatant and the protection of non-combatants, and

they outlawed the use of indiscriminate and excessive force in war.”
“I'm confused,” said Jimmy. “Isn’t that called international law?”

“Lots of professionals get this confused.” Ms. Beccam continued. “American and Euro-
pean views about landmines are tied by their history and culture to customary law, and the
Protocols codified them into international law. In other countries customary law does not
carry the same weight, and some of those same countries did not sign the Protocols.'? Fur-
ther compounding matters, international laws such as the Protocols often clash with the law
of sovereignty when dealing with conflicts internal to a state. As a result, internal conflicts in
places like Afghanistan and Nicaragua provided an open market for non-signatory coun-
tries to sell mines, and as I have already mentioned, the warring factions eagerly purchased

and used them, usually in very irresponsible ways.

“During this timeframe the UN and several NGOs became very involved in efforts to limit
the production, export and use of APLs and to minimize their impact on non-combatants.
The State Department welcomed the NGO community involvement as well as the support
of politicians and popular personalities. As I am sure you recall, arms control was a major
priority in the 1980s due to Cold War tensions, and the State Department’s tool of choice
for these negotiations was the international Convention on Conventional Weapons (CCW).
At the 1980 CCW, the International Committee of the Red Cross pushed hard for a
landmine ban. At this conference the delegates did negotiate Protocols to the Geneva Con-
vention that included limitations on APLs, but the Protocols did not go far enough for many
concerned parties. They did not call for an outright ban, did not cover internal wars, and

lacked an important element of any arms control mechanism—strong verification and
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enforcement standards. Worse for us, despite active U.S. involvement in developing the
Protocols, our Senate did not ratify them until 1995! More recently, at the First Review Con-
ference of the CCW in 1996, U.S. delegates helped amend the Protocols to address some of
the landmine control, verification and enforcement issues. Not all of the parties to the CCW
ratified the amended Protocols; even our own Senate did not do so until 1999.2° Needless to
say, these delays in U.S. ratification don’t do much for our credibility when we try to influ-

ence other states during these types of negotiations.

“At the conclusion of the 1996 Review Conference, many delegations were frustrated
with the lack of progress towards establishment of an outright ban on APLs. This is where
Canadian Foreign Minister Lloyd Axworthy stepped in and announced his country’s spon-

sorship of a conference in Ottawa dedicated to establishing a world-wide ban on APLs.”

“I've already got a pretty good handle on the Ottawa Process,” Jimmy stated. “But what

can you tell me about the role of NGOs and Senator Leahy in shaping the current policy?”

“As I mentioned earlier, the International Red Cross was very involved in the process of
establishing the landmine Protocols, and they were also supporters of the Ottawa Process.
For it’s part, the International Campaign to Ban Landmines served a worthy cause in pro-
moting the Ottawa Process, but I think the State Department’s diplomatic efforts are more
important. I don’t want to minimize the NGOs’ impact; after all, they were instrumental in
getting over 140 countries to sign the Ottawa Treaty, and this has undoubtedly had a limiting
effect on landmine use. However, the major producers of dumb APLs never joined the pro-
cess, so although it may be popular and get good press, the treaty is less likely to have the
same effects as efforts to negotiate APL reform at the CD and the CCW.

“Could you please explain the difference between the CD and the CCW?” Jimmy asked.

“Sure,” replied Laura. “The actual name of the CCW is the Convention on Prohibitions or
Restrictions on the use of Certain Conventional Weapons Which May be Deemed to be Excessively In-
Jurious or to have Indiscriminate Effects. Easy to understand why most folks use the shorter
name or just the CCW acronym. Basically this is an international forum in Geneva for nego-
tiating the rules of war. The Protocols to the CCW currently represent the strictest interna-
tional agreement on APLs to which the United States is a party. The Conference on
Disarmament, on the other hand, is an international forum for negotiating arms control issues.
Simply put, agreements reached at the CCW dictate what you can and cannot do when en-
gaged in armed conflict, whereas agreements reached at the CD dictate the types and

amounts of weapons participants can produce, manufacture, stockpile, and distribute. Got it?”
“Yeah, thanks,” said Jimmy. “Now I get it.”

“President Clinton’s decision to pursue landmine reform at the CD seemed like a logical
choice at the time because it was an established forum with previous success in negotiating
international controls on chemical weapons. Further, while the world’s top APL-producing
nations never joined the ICBL or signed the Ottawa Treaty, they were all party to the CD.
Unfortunately, despite our repeated and concerted attempts to add APL reform to the CD
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agenda, these efforts have been blocked by states who were party to the Ottawa Treaty be-

cause they feel the issue properly belongs to that Process.”?!

“Wow!” exclaimed Jimmy. “You’d think that anyone supporting a landmine ban would
welcome the opportunity to address the issue at a forum that includes most of the major
states who are not party to the Ottawa Treaty. Do you think they view the CD effort as redun-
dant and unnecessary, or is this perhaps an attempt to undermine U.S. diplomatic efforts

out of anger or spite for not signing the treaty?”

“I'm not sure,” Laura replied. “All I know is that nothing is happening at the CD on
landmine reform or anything else for that matter. However, on the good news side of
things, our delegation just got back from another Review Conference for the CCW and we
made good progress there. The conference resulted in an amendment to the Protocols ex-
tending their application to internal conflicts as well as international ones, and significant
progress was made in negotiating controls over other unexploded ordinance such as cluster
bomblets, collectively referred to as explosive remnants of war, or ERW. Our work at the
CCW is one aspect of APL policy that never seems to get proper attention. We also continue
to attend Ottawa Treaty meetings as observers to keep track of things. I think it is fair to say
that U.S. leadership in humanitarian demining has deflected a lot of the criticism initially
directed our way when we did not sign the Ottawa Treaty. In fact, some of our good NGO
friends have even been overheard saying that Ottawa means nothing and that we should

continue to focus on demining.”

“Even so, don’t NGOs, like the Human Rights Watch (HRW) and the ICBL, tend to over-
look our contributions in demining and still beat us up on the Internet and in the press ev-

ery chance they get for not signing the treaty?” asked Jimmy.

“You must remember, Jimmy, we at the State Department do state-to-state diplomacy,
not popular campaigns. Those entities we deal with the most—other countries around the
world and IGOs like the UN—recognize and appreciate the impact of our tremendous
contributions in demining. Did you know that we have increased spending levels from
$7 million in 1997 to almost $40 million in 2000 and 2001, for a total of almost $142 mil-
lion?*? Our worldwide demining and mine awareness education efforts are already bearing
fruit, too. Remember, I said our initial estimate was that as many as 55,000 landmine casual-
ties were occurring yearly? Later estimates suggested a much lower, but nonetheless signifi-
cant, average of about 26,000 a year through the late 1990s. For the year 2000, however, the
estimated number of casualties is less than 10,000 total for both landmines and ERW! This
significant reduction is believed to be the combined result of fewer mines on the ground
and better awareness among citizens of aftected countries. Also, early estimates on the num-
ber of mines scattered around the globe ranged from 70 to 110 million; the estimates have
since been reduced in part due to more accurate surveys, but also due to superhuman ef-
forts being made to remove and destroy deployed mines. This data, as well as a lot of other
useful landmine related information, is regularly made available to many audiences

through our series of landmine publications called Hidden Killers.*®
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“As for Senator Leahy’s influence, although the state that he represents—Vermont—is
fairly small, it is also traditionally independent, and he has managed to be a pretty effective
champion of landmine reform for years. I think it is safe to say that he is the recognized
leader in Congress on this issue. President Clinton personally commended him for his dedi-
cation and moral leadership of the country on this issue, and in 1998 the VVAF even estab-
lished an annual humanitarian service award named in his honor. In May of 1998 National
Security Advisor Sandy Berger wrote a letter to Senator Leahy on behalf of President
Clinton to let him know that if suitable alternatives are found, the United States will sign the
Ottawa Treaty by 2006.%* This commitment was well-received by the senator as well as by
NGOs and many states party to the Ottawa Treaty, although some considered this ‘kicking

the can’ since President Clinton obviously would not be in office to honor the commitment.

“You know, Senator Leahy really had more of an issue with DoD’s policy than with
State’s, and most of his actions seemed to focus on changing DoD behavior. In pushing his
Landmine Moratorium Act in 1993 he really caused a DoD policy crisis.*’ Interestingly, the
Leahy amendment to the Defense Authorization Act in FY93 requiring demining operations
actually helped the State Department by promoting the type of diplomacy we favor. We ne-
gotiate with countries to perform demining missions, and then you guys over at DoD, along
with some NGOs and contractors, execute them. With the continued help of the Congress,
DoD, and the NGOs, we here at the State Department can further the foreign policy objec-

tives of America through our humanitarian demining programs.”

Jimmy sensed that his time with Ms. Beccam was growing short, so he quickly stated, “I
know you are very busy and I don’t want to take up too much more of your time. I was won-
dering, though, if you could fill me in on any significant changes in landmine policy or re-

lated issues, to include any organizational changes, since the APL policy was announced?”

Laura smiled and said “No problem. There have been some organizational changes
made under the new administration involving the offices charged with landmine policy, but
I think the moves simply reflect a ‘better business practices’ approach to the organization
rather than a shift away from commitment to the Clinton initiatives. The Office of Global
Humanitarian Demining, established as part of the Demining 2010 initiative, has been re-
named the Office of Mine Action Initiatives and Partnerships, and as you can see, we are
now located within the Bureau of Political-Military Affairs. Given the political and military
components of the demining mission, I think this is a pretty good fit. My boss, Assistant Sec-
retary of State for the Bureau of Political-Military Affairs Lincoln Bloomfield, Jr., was just
given the additional responsibility of serving as the special representative of the president
and the secretary of state for mine action on 30 November 2001.%° In case you think that
giving this job to an assistant secretary with other duties is somehow a downgrade of the po-
sition, I should point out that the first person to hold the special representative position,
Karl Inderfurth, continued to perform his primary duties as assistant secretary for South
Asia.

“As far as implementation issues, the only one impacting us at State seems to be the stale-

mate at the Conference on Disarmament. While we have not publicly stated so, our efforts



Teague 23

there have simply not panned out. Several other issues have been dominating the agenda,
to include: nuclear arms control, the ABM Treaty, and ‘weaponization’ of space, so I do not
expect much to happen at the CD with respect to landmine controls. Given the progress we
made at the last Review Conference of the CCW, we will likely focus our efforts there, al-

though I doubt that this will lead to a stated policy change.

“Other elements of the policy seem to be facing some serious challenges from your side
of the house. The early word on DoD’s position going into the policy review is that someone
there is pushing for abandonment of the Clinton policy commitments to eliminate the use
of both dumb and smart APLs by the 2003 and 2006 deadlines. Further, I'm told that the
Army has already cut back on some of its funding for alternative technology research and
development, and that the Pentagon is looking at further cuts. Needless to say such changes
would nearly eliminate half of the 1997 APL policy and any chances of signing the Ottawa
Treaty by 2006, effectively breaking the commitment that President Clinton made in his let-
ter to Senator Leahy. I've seen a number of NGO ‘Action Alerts’ on the Internet calling on
U.S. policy makers and private citizens alike to weigh in and convince President Bush to ad-
here to the current policy. These actions have produced some support among retired senior
military officers and in Congress. On 19 May 2001 six retired Army lieutenant generals, in-
cluding two who commanded at the division-level or higher in Korea, joined ranks with a
retired vice admiral and a retired rear admiral in sending a letter to President Bush urging
him to sign the Ottawa Treaty.?” Similarly, a largely partisan group of 124 members of Con-
gress sent the president a letter expressing concerns over DoD’s proposed changes to the
policy and encouraging the president to honor the current policy and work towards elimi-
nation of APLs.?® Although only two of the letter’s signatories were Republicans, the current
balance of power in Congress does not allow the president to take matters such as this too
lightly. Remember, the Republican majority in the House is small, Democrats are in the ma-

jority in the Senate, and 2002 is an election year.”

Jimmy thanked her, left, and found a space in the lobby to type his notes. He called to
confirm his NGO appointments and found out that the Human Rights Watch representa-
tives would meet him over at the Vietnam Veterans of America Foundation. It was a short

cab ride over to their headquarters, where he was shown in.

Jimmy couldn’t help being impressed as introductions were made and he discovered that
he had the senior leadership of both groups in the room. While it was very convenient for
him, he wondered why they would choose to meet with him this way. He came right to the

point; “I would like your views on the current U.S. landmine policy.”

The room erupted with remarks from several of the veterans, including: “We don’t have
policy! The State Department cooked the books when its second edition of Hidden Killers cut
the size of the landmine problem in half to show progress! DoD has been outright stonewall-
ing and now their trying to get Bush to blow off Clinton’s commitments to eliminate APLs!
Relying on the CD process just kicks the problem down the road. We should have signed the

Ottawa Treaty.”*’
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After these initial outbursts, Bob Mueller, chairman of the VVAF, took the lead. “In the
1980s several of us were in Cambodia building prosthetics for landmine victims when the
idea just suddenly came to me—what the world needed was a total landmine ban. Six NGOs
came together and shaped the idea of the international campaign. Once formed, the ICBL
grew to over one thousand NGOs and we knew we had a new mechanism for affecting pol-
icy. It was a cooperative security approach, influencing countries to declare a total ban on

landmines. Canada certainly helped us, but our disappointment is with the United States.”*"

A VVAF member broke in. “Bob is being too modest. He struck paydirt when he was able
to get key retired generals to sign a letter endorsing the ban. Generals Schwarzkopf and
Galvin signed up. Even General Powell agreed with us, but wouldn’t sign. We heard General
Shalikashvili actually had to call and ask generals to stop supporting our ideas, as they were

counter to the administration’s.”?!

“Interesting,” thought Jimmy. “I wonder if this is an indication of how Secretary Powell

will vote on the current policy review, now that he’s at State instead of DoD.”

Bob broke in, “Let me go on. We were close to getting all of the Joint Chiefs to agree on
the ban until General Luck over in Korea said he had to have landmines and the tide
turned. From what we could tell landmines were not even highlighted in most of the current
war plans. We heard when Walt Slocumbe, then under secretary of defense for policy, found
that out he hastily had them put that into the war plans so that his technology funding

wouldn’t be hurt.

One of the HRW representatives broke in, “I would like to commend Senator Leahy. The
Clinton administration tried to likes to say that its interagency working groups worked this
policy, but I think that without Senator Leahy there would be no U.S. policy. We feel he
talked President Clinton into the policy and his office actually wrote the landmine speech
the president gave to the UN in 1994.%2

“What about the Nobel Peace Prize; how did winning it affect your efforts?” asked Jimmy.

This produced a chill in the room. Bob Mueller addressed the question. “You know the
Nobel Prize probably hurt us as much as it helped us. We received tremendous recognition
and thus it helped to power the ICBL’s support of the treaty. We are proud of the fact that
with some help from the Ottawa Process, we had a significant impact on the international
arms industry, reducing production and use of APLs in several countries, and in some cases

eliminating it altogether.”

“Yeah, and now the generals over in the Pentagon are worried about us using our success

to go after another class of their weapons, like blinding lasers and sub-munitions.”

“Don’t confuse the Commander. Let’s stick to his subject,” said one member who contin-
ued with, “Here’s what you need to know about Jody Williams. We here at the VVAF hired
her to be the coordinator for the ICBL. She did a good job, but she is no longer affiliated
with us. In fact we were not only paying her, but we were housing and heavily financing the

ICBL, which was not even a legal entity at the time. Determining who would speak for the
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ICBL was too difficult for some; that is why after the Nobel Prize was awarded Jody Williams
left. We are no longer housing the ICBL; it has moved to Paris and, with its Peace Prize
funding, has established itself as an international legal organization to allow it to continue
its work. For others in the campaign the movement just lost its glamour and they went on to

new issues.”

Bob Mueller spoke up once again, stating “There really is no reason for the United States
not to sign the Ottawa Treaty. President Clinton directed DoD in May 1998 to find alterna-
tives for their mixed mine systems as well as all their APLs. He also decided at that time to
commit the United States to signing the treaty by 2006 if alternatives can be developed. The
truth is, suitable alternatives already exist. Our military advisor, retired Army Lieutenant
General Robert Gard, Jr., wrote an excellent monograph that discusses seven viable alter-
natives to mixed anti-tank and anti-personnel mine systems that the DoD already has access
to.>® We know that the Clinton policy is under review by the Bush administration and that
some in DoD want out of the commitments to replace APLs. We have already initiated a lob-
bying campaign to pressure President Bush, Congress, the State Department and especially
DoD to not only honor President Clinton’s commitments, but also to sign and ratify the Ot-

tawa Trealy as soon as possible. Maybe you can put in a good word as well.”

Jimmy checked his watch and realized he needed to get moving if he hoped to catch the
Army Times reporter before the end of the day. He thanked everyone for their candid discus-
sion and excused himself, saying, “I really appreciate the information you have given me. I

promise to include your concerns in my report.”

He next placed a call to Will Davids of the Army Times. “Mr. Davids, this is Commander
Jimmy Lemkis from the Defense Department. I'm working on a landmine policy report for
the secretary and would like to include some media insights. I read a couple of interesting
articles you wrote a few years ago about landmines and was hoping you might be willing to
share your thoughts about the U.S. landmine policy. Can you take a few minutes to talk to

me about this over the phoner”

“Sure, Commander. Just make sure I get your phone number before we are done so I can

let you return the favor sometime. What would you like to know?”

“I’d like to pick your brain about this whole landmine issue, especially anything you can
tell me about goings-on within DoD during the decision-making process for the current

policy. And please, call me Jimmy.”

“Okay, Jimmy. First of all, everyone has been defining this issue in their own terms in
order to promote their own policies and programs. There has been a real dogfight going on
about this for years within DoD. The Army and Air Force both have a stake in this with their
FASCAM systems. The policy issue was beginning to heat up just as General Shelton first
came on board as CJCS, so the vice-chairman, Air Force General Ralston, was a big player
while Shelton got his feet on the ground. Ralston was personally for the ban. I've spoken
with a lot of Pentagon insiders about this, and some say Ralston’s support was politically mo-

tivated because a lot of this was happening as he was being nominated to be the next
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chairman. Others accused him of not playing joint and of supporting the ban on APLs in or-
der to gain more technology funding for the Air Force to pursue alternative technologies.
And finally, some implied it was just the traditional Army-Air Force rivalry. This really plays
itself out in the high stakes game of South Korea’s defense. The Air Force strategy for the
“Halt Phase” has them doing the major destruction of any North Korean attack, while Army
force-planners see their ground forces at the DMZ doing the bulk of the killing.** In any
case, it was clear that money and influence were potentially up for grabs on this one at the

time the policy was established, and I suspect that this is still true to some extent.”
“Okay,” said Jimmy. “What about the media?”

“Well, naturally the Ottawa Process got a pretty good amount of press, but much of it was
outside the United States. Naturally, when the ICBL won the Nobel Peace Prize they got
tons of coverage, about the most attention they got at any one time. Some of the best media
coverage involved Princess Diana. She was a champion of the ban with worldwide popular-
ity and constant access to the media. Who can forget her widely televised and very brave act
of walking along the minefields in Africa and talking with child victims of landmines? Her
death on 31 August 1997 sparked an emotional upsurge in the demand for a solution in the
Ottawa community. She is now generally viewed as a martyr for the cause. Queen Noor of
Jordan, a human rights celebrity in her own right, took over Princess Di’s role, and with the

subsequent death of her husband, King Hussein, she has also become something of a ‘rnartyr.’35

« 59
Have you seen very much current coveragef

“Not a lot,” Davids replied. “Periodically I see or read about another horrific landmine
tragedy, usually involving children. But frankly, there really isn’t a lot of public interest in
the issue right now. Even when one of our Marines lost his foot to a landmine in Afghani-
stan, an event that got wide coverage on television and in newspapers across the country,
the focus was more on the inherent dangers associated with the war on terrorism than on
the fact that his injuries were caused by the type of APLs that the Ottawa Process seeks to

ban.

“I do recall a pretty good Los Angeles Times article that discussed the administration’s pol-
icy review and reservations about the APL phase-out plan. I thought they did a pretty fair
job of remaining objective and giving adequate coverage to both sides of the issue. The arti-
cle included an interesting quote by Colin Powell taken from a CNN interview broadcast
earlier in the week; I jotted it down for future reference. Speaking about U.S. objections to
some international treaties, Secretary Powell stated, ‘Just because they are multilateral

doesn’t mean they are good.”*°

“More recently,” Davids continued, “the New York Times printed an interesting piece on
India’s establishment of minefields along the border with Pakistan. The article highlighted
the plight of the many civilians displaced from their farms and homes, and it described a
number of mine-related accidents involving civilians, soldiers, cattle and dogs.*” While not
directly related to U.S. policy, it serves to remind the world of the many problems associated
with APLs. It is also worth noting that India, like the United States, is one of only fifty-one
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countries that have not yet signed the Ottawa Treaty. Others include China, Cuba, Iran, Iraq,
Libya, North Korea, Somalia, and Syria. Did you ever think you would find the United

States on the same side of an issue as those countries?”

With that as a closing comment, Jimmy thanked the reporter for his input and headed
back to his office to begin compiling his report for the secretary. It looked as though he was
in for a long night. “Thank goodness I hand-carried my PMI notes with me,” he mumbled

in the backseat of his cab. “I'm definitely gonna need them tonight!”
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Haiti
RICHARD J. NORTON

n 1991 the impoverished Caribbean nation of Haiti held free elections for the first
time in decades. Many Haitians had not voted more than once in their lifetimes. This
time they swept a fiery orator, Jean Bertrand Aristide into office. Aristide, a Catholic
priest was a champion of the poor and leader of the populist Lavalas movement.! In a
country where the elites, who numbered less than one percent of the population, controlled
more than forty-four percent of the national wealth, support of the powerful for Aristide’s
brand of government was less than enthusiastic.” Nor was it certain that the newly elected
president would even complete his term of office. In its two hundred years of independ-
ence, Haiti has had 41 heads of state. Of these 29 were either assassinated or forcibly re-
moved from office; nine declared themselves heads of state for life, and seven served for
more than ten years.® In the nineteenth century, only one Haitian leader left the presiden-
tial office alive.* In the two centuries of its existence, Haiti has experienced twenty-one

constitutions.

On 30 September 1991, a military junta, led by Lieutenant General Raoul Cedras, de-
posed the president in a quick, successful coup. Cedras, the coup’s titular leader, was a mili-

tary aristocrat, had initially risen to power during the Duvalier regime.’

The United States and the Organization of American States (OAS) refused to formally
recognize the Cedras regime. That the OAS did so was not surprising. Democracy had
swept South America during the latter half of the 1980s. By 1991, only Haiti and Cuba had
non-democratic governments. Furthermore, on 5 June 1991 the OAS passed Resolution
1080, which called for an emergency meeting any time there was an overthrow of a demo-
cratic state in the region.® On 4 October, an OAS delegation met with Cedras in an effort to
convince him to relinquish power. The attempt failed and by November the OAS had em-

bargoed all shipments of weapons and oil to Haiti.

President Bush embarked on essentially a two track policy toward Haiti. One track was
designed to make General Cedras and his cronies step down. The other track was to man-
age the tide of boat people that were coming to the United States. To accomplish the first
track’s objectives the United States initiated diplomatic overtures and supported similar
moves by the Organization for American States (OAS). An embargo on certain essential ma-
terials bound for Haiti was initiated. It was hoped that such actions would be enough to con-

vince the Cedras junta to leave.
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In handling the other track, the administration was aided by the Alien Migration Inter-
diction Operation (AMIO). AMIO was a treaty, signed during the Reagan years, between
Haiti and the United States. It gave the United States the right to return Haitian refugees to
Haiti without recourse to a legal screening process. However, this generated considerable
domestic unrest and several court challenges. On three separate occasions the Bush admin-
istration was forced by court injunctions to suspend direct repatriation of Haitian refugees
until they could win the domestic legal challenges to the policy. As an interim measure, Hai-

tian refugees began to be quartered at the U.S. Naval Base in Guantanamo, Cuba.

An additional problem for the Bush policy on Haiti was presidential candidate Bill
Clinton. After emerging as the democratic candidate the former governor of Arkansas at-
tacked the president on a wide variety of topics, including repatriation. Not only did candi-
date Clinton condemn the president’s policy, but he also took pride in being “...the first
person running for president... to speak out against the Bush administration’s handling of

the Haitian situation.”’

Candidate Clinton’s domestically oriented campaign produced highly successful results.
In November 1992 he reiterated his opposition to the forcible repatriation policy and
promised to overturn it when he was president.® This promise was not lost on the Haitian
population.? Throughout October and November boat building boomed along the Haitian
coast. Some of the wood used in the construction came from houses that people had torn
down in their eagerness to escape. Nervous Coast Guard officials began predicting refugee

flows as large as two-hundred thousand people.'’

By mid-January 1993 President-elect Clinton, faced with overwhelming evidence of im-
pending massive Haitian refugee flows was faced with a dilemma. If he kept his words,
waves of boat people would put to sea. He then announced that he would temporarily con-
tinue the Bush policy of forcible reparation. At the same time he reiterated his support of
UN diplomatic efforts to find a way to restore democracy to Haiti."'! The response did not

go over well with the Haitian or the human rights communities.

Clinton’s words also failed to resonate with the detainees at Guantanamo. Although the
detainees had praised the U.S. military officers in charge of the camp, there was a riot on 14
March. The reason for the outburst was said to be irritation with the pace “with which U.S.
officials are deciding their fate.”'? The riots also brought a visit from the Reverend Jesse

Jackson, who compared the living conditions at the camp to those of a prison.'?

On 15 March there was a rally in Manhattan protesting the Government’s Haiti policy.
Forty-one people were arrested. Among the marchers was actress Susan Sarandon. Among
the arrested was the Reverend Jesse Jackson. Reverend Jackson’s arrest was photographed
and was printed in The New York Times for two consecutive days.'* Sarandon later made a
controversial plea for the Haitian detainees during the nationally televised Academy
Awards.

Haiti was far from being the only item on the president’s agenda. It was even far from be-

ing the most important item on the agenda. Deprived of even the traditional “honeymoon
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period,” the Clinton administration found itself embroiled with Congress from the outset.
In part this was because the president had chosen much of his staff at the last minute and ac-

cording to one noted Washington columnist had seemed to prefer inexperience.'

The president allowed foreign affairs and national security issues to be looked after by
key cabinet members and advisors. When it came to Haiti, National Security Advisor
(NSA)Tony Lake, Assistant National Security Advisor Sandy Berger and Lawrence Pezzullo,
a foreign service officer who had been named special envoy to Haiti were among the most
important of the inner circle.'® These men formed the core of the “Haiti hawks.” Lake and
Berger controlled and dominated the National Security Council staff and managed the
NSC schedule and agenda. As a result, even if the president’s attention were elsewhere,

there would always be a spot on the NSC calendar for Haiti.'”

The most encouraging aspect of the spring of 1993 in regards to Haiti came from tradi-
tional diplomatic efforts. Things seemed to be on the verge of a breakthrough. A series of
visits to Port-au-Prince had been made by UN envoy Dante Capote, and Lawrence Pezzullo,
special envoy and special advisor to the president on Haiti. Pezzullo had carried the mes-
sage that the United States was “determined to restore democracy quickly.”'® This determi-
nation was echoed by U.S. Air Force General Raymond O’Mara, who was addressing a
regional Caribbean security meeting in Port-of-Spain, Trinidad later that week. The gen-
eral warned Caribbean military leaders to prepare themselves for action in Haiti if the situa-

tion worsened.!”

Details of the plan began to emerge both in the hallways of power and in the press.
Cedras would step down. Within six months Aristide would return. A new prime minister,
acceptable to both sides would have to be found. A UN mission of as many as five hundred
persons would oversee the reconstruction of the Haitian judiciary and the creation of an in-
dependent police force. The mission would work with the 140 UN human rights observers

already in Haiti.?

There seemed to be three key components to the rapid progress of the talks. One was
that the United States seemed to be taking a dedicated interest in the problem. Another was
that President Aristide seemed to be softening his long held position that General Cedras
had to be exiled or punished. This was important as the junta considered it non-negotiable.
The third was that the United States and the UN were holding out the prospect of a massive

infusion of aid to Haiti. President Clinton pledged a billion dollars as a start.?!

Despite the optimism, there were also counter-indications, suggesting that agreement
might not be as close as some would wish. Representatives of the Haitian business sector had
told Pezzullo it would take U.S. military forces to reinstate Aristide. Cedras and his cronies
had a monopoly on weapons and on violence. No one, including a restored Aristide could
“make” them behave. As prospects for peace grew stronger, so did the unease of the Haitian
elite. They saw the return of Aristide as a return to class struggle, the possibility of being
held accountable for the violence of the Cedras regime and, worst of all, and erosion of their

wealth position and power.*?
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Other warning signs that all was not well with the negotiations included Cedras’ insis-
tence that the coup participants be given amnesty or pardon. In addition these guarantees
had to extend to businessmen and politicians who had supported Cedras. While the Cedras
camp focused on these issues, Aristide’s support base began showing signs of friction. Long-
time allies and supporters began “bickering” over what the new government of Haiti should
look like.?*

Domestically, right wing Democrats were demanding action and resolution. Chief
among these was Senator Bob Graham (D-FL). Concerned about an increase in the size of
the Haitian refugee flow as would be boat people tried to beat the approaching hurricane

season, Graham called for a 31 May deadline.?*

As the negotiations continued, “After Action Reports, ” of U.S. interventions in Grenada,
Panama and Somalia were being widely circulated in the Pentagon. Secretary Aspin worried
that failure to get the Defense Department actively involved in the Haitian interagency

t.2% He accord-

planning process could have a significant negative impact on his departmen
ingly directed the Department of Defense to commence interagency planning. The secre-
tary had correctly diagnosed reluctance on the part of the Defense Department and the
military to participate in any operations having to do with Haiti. The opposition consisted
of two major elements. The first was a reluctance to get into another “nation-building exer-
cise.” The Army had gone through that in Panama and Grenada and was involved in just
such an operation in Somalia. The second reason for the resistance was that based on an
analysis of Haiti’s conditions, senior defense leaders firmly believed that the U.S. military
could not solve Haiti’s problems.?® Frequently reference was made to the thirty-five year

long occupation of Haiti by U.S. military forces.

Nevertheless, in support of the United Nations sponsored negotiations with Haiti, the
chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff was directed to plan a “nation assistance” operation to

help restore democracy to Haiti.?”

The negotiations that had led to such high hopes collapsed when General Cedras and
the junta broke off talks.?® This began a three-month period of varying diplomatic
initiatives.

The Cedras regime’s refusal to find a solution drew fire from both the UN and the
United States. The secretary-general placed the blame squarely on the junta.?” Inside the
United States the Aristide caused was helped and promoted by a talented lobbying team.
The team was led by Michael Barnes, a former congressman with a savvy understanding of
Washington, DC. Barnes had also been a key Clinton fundraiser as well as a former partner
in Sandy Berger’s old law firm. The White House denied that Barnes had any special con-
nectivity.”® Mr. Randall Robinson of the lobby group “TransAfrica” helped Barnes in this
effort. Robinson had been a member of the same public relations firm as Barnes and was

also well acquainted with Tony Lake.!

After torturous negotiations it was agreed that talks between Aristide and Cedras would

be conducted under UN auspices on Governors Island, just off Manhattan on 27 June.
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Although the talks lasted several days, Aristide and Cedras did not actually meet. Dante
Caputo served as intermediary between the two groups. The two sides reached agreement
on 3 July. The terms of the agreement were relatively simple. There would be a meeting of
all Haitian political parties. A prime minister would be nominated by Aristide and con-
firmed. At this point the UN, OAS and United States would suspend, but not end the em-
bargo and start a program to modernize the armed forces and create a new police force.
Aristide would then issue an amnesty for all the officers who acted against him in the coup

and Cedras would resign and take early retirement. Aristide would return.*

Unbeknownst to the participants, the U.S. operatives had most carefully monitored both
delegations. And what the United States knew was that neither side had any intention of

honoring the agreement.*

Still, just because the signatories were contemplating cheating did not mean that they
could not be maneuvered into compliance. Or that as the months moved along that the con-
tending parties might not come to see real value in following the course of action laid out in
the agreement. At least these assumptions are what the administration began to base its

policies on.

Although it was known that the Cedras regime was planning to break from the agree-
ment, Pezzullo and others believed that once the trainers were in place, Haitian resistance
would be futile. Construction personnel would also be sent in to assist the Haitians in start-
ing civic action projects. Further, President Clinton, proposed a five-year, $1-billion inter-

national development program for Haiti.**

On 18 August, after weeks of debate and strife among Aristide supporters and oppo-
nents, the Haitian senate, with Aristide’s approval, officially named Robert Malval as prime
minister. Malval declared that he would only serve as an interim leader and would be re-
placed no later than 15 December 1993. Interim prime minister or not, Malval’s acceptance

as prime minister indicated to most that the agreement was on track.

One of Malval’s first official acts was to appeal for an early end to the international eco-
nomic embargo of Haiti. The confirmation of Malval as prime minister and the appeal to
lift the embargo were enough to convince the OAS and the UN to recommend lifting the
sanctions. Madeline Albright, U.S. ambassador to the UN agreed with the idea. Haiti was
starting to be touted as a rare example of sanctions being powerful enough by themselves to

be successful. Some analysts attributed this to Haiti’s unusual degree of vulnerability.*

Although Malval was now in place, political violence continued to escalate in Haiti. Beat-
ings, kidnappings and shootings were common. Political opponents frequently assaulted
pro-Aristide demonstrators as Haitian military personnel watched, making no move to in-
tervene. Most of the assailants were known to be “attaches,” civilian auxiliaries of the Hai-

tian police force.*

On 16 September, Coretta Scott King wrote a hard-hitting editorial. The widow of the

country’s most famous civil rights leader claimed that the UN sanctions had been lifted
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prematurely. She recommended delaying any further payments or shipments to the island

until the return of Aristide as the Governors Island agreement required.*’

On 27 September the UN Security Council voted to send more than 1200 police and
military personnel to Haiti. 567 would be UN police monitors and the rest would be U.S.
and UN military trainers. Most of the U.S. troops would be Navy construction battalion per-
sonnel, known as “Seabees.” Most of the police monitors were expected to be in Haiti by 30
October.*®

As September wore on the United Nations threatened to reinstall sanctions. On the last
day of September 1993 the USS Harlan County (LST 1195) set sail from Charleston, South
Carolina having embarked the initial group of U.S. monitors. The ship stopped in Puerto
Rico en route to Haiti.

Secretary of Defense Aspin had argued against landing the monitors, fearing that once a
presence in Haiti was established, it would be difficult to terminate. Should the animosity
between the Cedras and Aristide camps turn violent, U.S. forces could be “caught in a civil

war.”?

Tony Lake, Sandy Berger and Warren Christopher felt that the United States needed to
get the monitors into Haiti. They made the case that reversing U.S. policy was “not an op-
tion.” The interventionists carried the argument, without it ever reaching the level of the

president

There was also opposition from Capitol Hill. In a display of bipartisan concern Senator
Bob Dole (R-KS) and Senator Sam Nunn (D-GA) warned against sending U.S. forces into
the country.*

Then, half'a world away, events unfolded that would directly impact the administration’s
handling of Haiti. On 3 October, in Mogadishu, Somalia, a force of U.S. Army Rangers and
Delta Force soldiers attempting to capture warlord Mohammed Farah Aidid found them-
selves in an intense firefight. The eventual casualty report would list eighteen soldiers
killed, seventy-four wounded and one captured. The Cable News Network (CNN) was on
the scene and every television station in the United States showed the CNN video of a dead
Ranger being dragged through the streets of Mogadishu. Public and congressional reaction

was immediate and negative.

Mogadishu would have a profound impact on the Clinton national security team and on
every decision potentially involving military intervention made after 3 October 1993, and
most strongly on what to do with the Harlan County. As George Stephanopoulos said, “So

soon after Somalia, no one had the stomach for another fight.”*!

Tony Lake admitted that the fight in Somalia had an impact, but denied that it had made

him, or other members of the administration “less interventionist. Rather it had the effect

of imposing a more critical cost-benefit analysis into the decision making process.”*?
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The Haitian government had agreed to allow Harlan County to berth at a pier in
Port-au-Prince. As Harlan County approached it quickly became apparent that the pier was
blocked by another vessel. Furthermore a large and angry crowd stood upon the pier, wav-
ing clubs and pistols. Mob spokesman claimed that they would turn Port-au Prince into an-
other Mogadishu.*® The Harlan County stopped in the Port-au-Prince Harbor, reported the

situation and waited for guidance

In the White House a battle quickly developed between advisors in favor of forcing a
landing and those that recommended the ship withdraw. On the one side were Ambassador
Albright and NSA Lake. Albright claimed that U.S. prestige was at stake and would be
harmed if Harlan County withdrew.** On the other side, Secretary Aspin argued that the

troops embarked in Harlan County were not equipped for serious combat operations.*3

Deliberations over what to do consumed the next day. The specter of the dead Rangers
in Mogadishu hung over the deliberations.*® Lake, Albright and Berger argued for inter-
vention. Aspin was still opposed. Chief of Communications David Gergen recommended
that it was time to “cut our losses.”*” In the end, Secretary Aspin’s position prevailed. There
would be no forcible landings. Harlan County withdrew. Larry Pezzullo was outraged. He
had pushed hardest of all for a display of will, insisting that what the cameras were captur-

ing was “theater, not threat.” In the end Secretary Aspin prevailed.

The Harlan County incident, as it came to be known in some circles, marked a major de-
velopment in the U.S. involvement with Haiti. For several days there was an intense debate
about what to do next. Lake, Berger and Albright favored a rapid return to Haiti, followed
by a forced entry if necessary. The president began asking close advisors whether the
United States should “go in and take them?”*® The answer, in part, was that the military

continued to oppose invasion and there was no public support for such an action.*’

In the wake of the Harlan County debacle, several new and disturbing facts and allega-
tions came to the attention of the White House, the Congress and the American people. For
example it was discovered that the mob which had demonstrated on the pier in
Port-au-Prince was not a spontaneous expression of public determination. It had been or-
ganized by the “Front Pour L’Avancement et le Progress Haitien,” (FRAPH). FRAPH was
definitely a right-wing organization, with Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) ties, but lead-
ers in Washington were unsure whether to view it as a political party or merely a creature of

the Cedras regime.?

There were also allegations made concerning President Aristide. A CIA personality pro-
file of Aristide that had been provided to the White House was leaked to the press. The re-
port claimed that Aristide had been treated for a mental disorder and was suffering from
manic depression Equally disturbing was the translation of a speech in which Aristide
seemed to be voicing support for the use of violence against political opponents.’! In Con-
gress Jesse Helms referred to Aristide as a “psychopath” and even though the president dis-

missed the report, he too referred to Aristide as “flaky.”?
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It was later revealed that the information reported in the personality profiles was false.’?
The issue of supporting violence was more problematic. Aristide’s supporters claimed he

had been poorly translated.
On 14 October, the United States and the UN re-imposed sanctions on Haiti.

President Clinton ordered the United States Navy to take up blockading duties. Prior to
this decision, the Coast Guard had performed this duty. Within days of the order six naval
warships were on station off Haiti. Several Canadian and one British ship would also partici-
pate in the blockade.’*

It was clear to all that the planned 30 October return of President Aristide to Haiti was
not going to happen. Cedras and the junta remained firm in their defiance. For his part,
Aristide returned to his old position of no amnesty for junta leaders. At this point, a discov-
ery involving the junta leadership was made. It was reported and confirmed that both

Cedras and Francois had at one point been paid by the CIA to be informers and agents.

The failure of the Cedras regime to conform to the Governors Island agreement con-
vinced many people who had been unaware that there had never been any intention of con-
forming, that the junta was not to be trusted under any circumstances. Although some
individuals and agencies, such as the Department of Defense, remained opposed to military
intervention, others, such as members in the human rights directorate of the State Depart-

ment, reevaluated their positions.

While the UN debated whether or not to impose an even tighter embargo on Haiti, re-
ports began to emerge that the sanctions were taking their toll. Among the hardest hit were
Haiti’s poor. Many were out of work. Other than private volunteer organizations (PVO) and
religious societies, there was nowhere to turn to for relief. Death rates among children rose.
Broadening the sanctions would clearly deepen the impact, but this course of action was

seen as the only alternative to combat.5

As this was occurring, Secretary Christopher was becoming increasingly marginalized

where Haiti was concerned. As his power waned, the power of the Haiti hawks increased.

On 27 January 1994 the United States further tightened the economic screws on Haiti.
In a series of moves designed to impact the Haitian elites, the United States revoked visas
and froze additional Haitian financial assets.’® At a meeting of the “friends” it was also de-

cided to press the UN for a total trade embargo.’

Proponents for greater economic pressure being applied to Haiti received a boost when
the Commerce Department reported that both imports to and exports from Haiti rose in
1993. It was also reported that the Haiti-Dominican Republic border was a sieve. Although
the total amount of trade was small, only $370 million, it was seen as sufficient to help the
junta maintain their grip on the country.’® Further indication of the failure of the embargo
came when observers in Port-au-Prince reported the price of black market gas had dropped

from nine dollars a gallon to six dollars a gallon.?
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While the international diplomatic battles raged, domestic events were unfolding that
would intrude into the Haiti calculus. Lawton Chiles, governor of Florida had been im-
pacted by the refugee flows as no other state leader had. Legal immigrants, bona fide refu-
gees and illegal immigrants tended to stay in Florida, and placed heavy burdens on the
state’s social systems and budgets. Efforts to get the federal government to pick up the addi-
tional costs had not been successful. The governor turned to other methods and sued the
federal government.®’ If the suit was successful, Chiles anticipated recouping significant
amounts of money. The governors of Texas, New Mexico, Arizona, New York and Califor-
nia were closely watching this pending legal action. Chiles was also a power in the Demo-
cratic party and his state was going to be crucial in the upcoming congressional November

elections.®!

However, President Aristide managed to keep in the public eye. On 19 March he
launched his most telling and harshest criticism of the Clinton administration to date. Dur-
ing an opening meeting of the Congressional Black Caucus, Aristide compared the treat-
ment of Haitian refugees with Cuban refugees. Aristide maintained that the U.S. policy
toward Haiti was racist. Several members of the Caucus immediately agreed.®® Few state-

ments could have aggrieved or angered the Clinton administration as much.

In a nearly full page advertisement in The New York Times, more than eighty-five religious
leaders, actors, politicians and other well known personages signed an open letter to the
president, claiming that the repatriation policy was driven by “considerations of race.”®’

The ad included a form which one could use to make a donation to TransAfrica.

Aristide’s supporters now focused on Special Envoy Pezzullo as being part of the prob-
lem.®* Special interest groups began to demand his removal. Following a series of increas-
ingly confrontational meetings, the Congressional Black Caucus called for his removal.?’
Although arguably filling no more than forty congressional seats, the impact of the Caucus
was significant. They represented large numbers of Democrats. The Caucus members were
highly articulate and dedicated. Their support was seen as essential to many of the presi-
dent’s social programs. Furthermore, this was a unified position among Caucus members.
“We are hoping that the White House understands on this issue that the Congressional
Black Caucus speaks with one voice,” said Caucus Chairman Kweisi Mfume (D-MD). % The
White House was listening and the White House did understand.

Proof of this came on 26 March 1994 when the administration announced that it was im-
plementing a new plan that would be much more in tune with that favored by Aristide.%”
The new plan also included the potential for increased sanctions.

On 7 April, President Aristide formally served notice on President Clinton that, as the
recognized leader of Haiti, he was canceling the current AMIO Accord. In keeping with the
terms of the Accord, the cancellation would become effective in six months. Although the
State Department would not comment on the cancellation, the repatriation policy re-

mained in effect.5®
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Randall Robinson, the director of TransAfrica, was so adamantly opposed to the policy
that he embarked on a highly publicized hunger strike on 12 April 1994. He made it clear
that the strike would last until he died or Haitian refugees were given a hearing. In a power-
ful op-ed article he accused the Clinton administration of lacking deep convictions,
Pezzullo of accommodating the Haitian military while holding Aristide in contempt, and
failing to include FRAPH among the State Department’s annual listing of human rights

abusers.%” The initial response of the White House was to announce a policy review.

As Robinson began his hunger strike, additional congressional members began to call for
a military solution to the Haitian dilemma. David Obey (D-WI), chairman of the powerful
House Appropriations Committee, publicly endorsed such an option. Although Obey
stated that he would prefer an international military force be used, he would support a uni-
lateral U.S. invasion. Not surprisingly, many Representatives, especially Republican Repre-

sentatives, found the idea unacceptable. Others, notably Charles Rangel (D-NY) supported
»70

13

a “show of force,” but not the “use of force.

As Randall Robinson continued to fast, supporters of Aristide continued to attack Special
Envoy Pezzullo. On 27 April, he tended his resignation. The special envoy had become in-

creasingly ignored by the administration.”!

Robinson’s fast entered its 17" day and President Clinton admitted that his Haiti policy
to that point had failed. He was personally troubled by the continuing violence. The presi-
dent gave additional moral validity to the Robinson hunger strike when he stated that Mr.

Robinson should “stay out there.””

The number of voices clamoring for military invasion increased. Columnists Mary
McGrory of the Washington Post, Richard Cohen, also of the Post and Cathy Booth of Time all

came out in favor of military action.”®

On April 21* six Representatives were arrested after chaining themselves to the White
House fence in protest of the president’s Haiti policy. All were Democrats. The protest was
well covered by the press and photographs of Joseph Kennedy (D-MA), Ron Dellums
(D-CA)and the other four were on the front page the next day.”™

By the end of April, the refugee issue was still receiving heavy play in the papers, Randall
Robinson was gradually starving to death and California and Arizona had followed Florida’s
lead and filed lawsuits against the Federal government. The governor of New York an-
nounced that New York was going to pursue similar action while the attorneys-general in
Texas and New Jersey were deliberating whether or not to join the Florida litigation.”

More than $3 billion were at stake.

On 4 May, the 23" day of his hunger strike, Randall Robinson was hospitalized. Robin-
son’s strike and physical condition had been closely monitored by the White House, and
perhaps most closely of all by Tony Lake. When asked if the hunger strike had an impact,

Lake answered, “Of course. I was worried Randall might die.””®
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Behind the scenes, military contingency planning for the use of force in Haiti was acti-
vated. Admiral Paul David Miller, commander in chief, U.S. Atlantic Command
(USACOM) directed General Hugh Shelton to develop a plan to forcibly remove Cedras
from power. The forcible entry option would be known as Operations Plan 2370 (OPLAN
2370). The U.S. XVIII Airborne Corps would provide the combat power the plan required.
Simultaneously the United States Agency for International Development (USAID) began
developing its own plan for assisting and democratic forces and training a Haitian police

force.””

On 6 May the UN Security Council voted for more sanctions. Private flights in and out of
the country were banned. Police and military officers, prominent civilian supporters of the
Cedras regime and their families were prohibited from leaving Haiti. A worldwide freeze on

these individuals’ assets was also recommended.”®

On 7 May, President Clinton once again changed U.S. policy toward Haitian refugees.
Forcible repatriation would no longer be practiced. Haitians would now be given interviews
either at sea, or in third party countries. Those determined to be ineligible for asylum
would be returned to Haiti.”® This change of policy was enough to cause Randall Robinson
to end his hunger strike. The decision came after a presidential discussion with General
Shalikashvili, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staft. During this discussion the president said
he had come to believe that the only way to resolve the situation was through intervention.

The general countered by laying out the opposing viewpoints and invasion plans were put
on hold.*

The Clinton administration also announced the appointment of Larry Pezzullo’s replace-
ment. William Gray, former congressman (D-PA) and president of the United Negro College
Fund was named U.S. special envoy to Haiti. Gray immediately announced that his goal was

to “end the suffering of the Haitian peoples at the hands of their military leaders.”®!

During the second week in May large-scale military maneuvers were conducted in the
Caribbean. Many observers believed these were precursor operations to a Haitian invasion.
The Clinton administration dismissed such speculation as incorrect. The sense that the na-
tion was edging closer to conflict also energized Congress. Led by Bob Dole (R-KS) a pro-
posal to require congressional authorization for any use of military force involving Haiti was

introduced.®?

As Congress debated and the junta continued to defy the UN, one of the fears of the
Clinton administration began to be realized. As news of the revised refugee policy reached
Haiti the numbers of Haitians putting to sea steadily increased. In an effort to cope with the
rising demand the U.S. government chartered the Ukrainian flagged liner Gruziya to serve

as floating staging area and site of immigration hearings.®

As rumors of a possible invasion continued to abound, congressional members slowly
coalesced into groups supporting and opposing the use of military force. On 22 May Sena-
tor Bob Graham (D-FL) returned from a two-day trip to Haiti and announced that he now

supported invasion.** Bob Dole continued to lead the opposition.
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The shifts and reversals that had marked the Clinton policy on Haiti were also having an
impact on public opinion. In May, a Washington Post - ABC News Survey showed that only 40 %
of the U.S. public approved of the president’s handling of foreign policy as opposed to 53%
of those polled who did not.*®

Yet another voice was added to those calling for invasion, when, on 1 June 1994, Presi-
dent Aristide claimed that economic sanctions would not restore him to office and called for
“action.” In his speech, he made it clear that he was talking about military action. “The ac-
tion could be a surgical move to remove the thugs within hours, ”Aristide said of the kind of

intervention he would support."®

On 10 June President Clinton further increased sanctions on Haiti. U.S. commercial
flights to Haiti were banned and most financial actions between the two countries were can-
celed. Concurrently the State Department announced that it was pulling all embassy de-
pendents out of Haiti and recommended that U.S. citizens in Haiti leave at the earliest
opportunity. Other nations were expected to cancel their commercial flights as well.%” In
Haiti the Cedras government declared a “state of emergency.” Junta-appointed President
Emil Jonassaint stated there was a threat of “invasion and occupation In response to this an-
nouncement, Clinton administration officials noted that thirty Caribbean and Latin Ameri-

can nations had expressed support for a U.S. intervention if all else failed.®®

While the international community may have been coming to grips with the possibility of
an invasion, the U.S. public was not. On 23 June, an Associated Press Poll found only
twenty-eight percent of the populace approved on an invasion.* This was not lost on the
administration. Years later Tony Lake admitted that public opinion was never on the side of

the administration.?

By 28 June, the ocean-going exodus the administration had been waiting for material-
ized. In an explosive surge of interdiction, Coast Guard vessels gathered in more than thir-
teen hundred Haitians in one day. It quickly became apparent that, despite the precaution
of moving additional vessels into the area, the flow would overwhelm the preparations to
meet it.”! Within a day, President Clinton decided to reopen the refugee center at
Guantanamo Bay. The combination of increased regime repression in Haiti, the dispropor-
tionate impact of sanctions on the poor and the reversal of the U.S. forcible repatriation

policy were believed to explain the dimensions of the flow.

The refugee flow continued to build. The CIA estimated that as of early July, 1,000 Hai-
tians were leaving by boat every day and that the number would soon rise to 4,000 each day.
Boat building in Haiti was at such a fever pitch that houses again were being torn down to
provide raw construction materials. In Haiti, it was believed that as many as one third of the

refugees intercepted at sea were being allowed into the United States.”?

In the midst of changing policies and mounting congressional debate, the United States
sent four amphibious ships carrying the 24" Marine Expeditionary Unit (MEU) to the wa-
ters off Haiti to conduct exercises and to be available if a noncombatant evacuation opera-

tion of embassy personnel had to be carried out. Although Special Envoy Gray assured the
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press that no invasion was “imminent,” speculation ran rampant.”* The MEU had only just
returned to its home base of Camp Lejeune, North Carolina from duty in the vicinity of

Somalia.

The next increase in the pressure being applied to the junta came when Special Envoy
Grey announced that General Cedras and the members of the coup had six months to leave,
or face possible military action. The threat may have gained credibility when Panama de-
clared that it would no longer serve as a third party host to Haitian refugees. Efforts by the
United States to reach a compromise solution failed.”* UN Secretary-General Boutros
Boutros-Ghali announced that only 2,000 to 3,000 of the 9,000 to 12,000 strong peacekeep-
ing force had been identified. Potential contributors were said to be reluctant to commit un-
til they knew if the United States intended to oust Cedras by force.”

At this point in the confrontation, the Cedras regime took action that could not have
been more beneficial to the Clinton administration than if it had been planned for that pur-
pose. On 10 July 1994 all OAS and UN human rights observers were ordered to depart
Haiti within forty-eight hours. The observer force, numbering one hundred individuals was
declared to be “undesirable aliens.” To external observers it seemed that the junta was re-
moving potential witnesses to what many feared would be a wave of orchestrated violence

and terror.”®

In Guantanamo, more than sixteen thousand Haitians awaited screening and transpor-
tation to a safe haven not in the United States. Some, tiring of the conditions or disap-
pointed at being denied entry into the United States opted to return to Haiti.”” The
ever-increasing number of Haitians at Guantanamo was exerting an inexorable pressure on

the administration to find some solution to the confrontation.

President Aristide amplified his earlier remarks on 15 July. Explaining that Haiti’s con-
stitution did not “allow” him to call for an invasion, he still called for “swift and definitive ac-

tion against the leaders of the coup.

The U.S. Army 10" Mountain Division was ordered on 28 July 1994 to begin planning
for a permissive entry into Haiti.”® This plan would be known as OPLAN 2380 and was an
entirely separate operation from OPLAN 2370. There was almost no overlap in the forces

assigned to each plan.

On 31 July the UN Security Council authorized the United States to “use all means nec-
essary” to restore President Aristide to power in Haiti. The vote was 12 to 0 in favor of the
resolution, with China and Brazil abstaining. A UN observer force would accompany any in-
vasion force.” The stage was now set for an invasion. All the component pieces were in

place.

On 2 August the Dominican Republic agreed to allow an international force to patrol the
Dominican-Haitian border. The force’s purpose was to report cross-border smuggling to

the Dominican authorities, which would then intervene.'”’ The force, initially numbering
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only eighty individuals from the United States, Argentina, and Canada could be said to be
more symbolic than utile, yet still presented an image of an internationally isolated Haiti.

Several Latin American countries, led by Venezuela expressed concerns with the pros-
pect of yet another U.S. military intervention into the Caribbean and Latin America. In the
U.S. on 3 August the Senate unanimously declared the UN authorization to use force, did
not justify the use of U.S. troops. However, the measure was nonbinding and when Senator
Arlen Specter (R-PA) offered an amendment blocking the use of force in Haiti unless U.S.
lives were endangered, the amendment was defeated 63 to 31. Even some opponents of the
use of force in Haiti felt the amendment, if passed, would set a dangerous precedent.!’! The
president reiterated that he already had constitutional authority to use military force as
needed.!”?

Inside White House decision-making circles, Secretary of Defense William Perry argued
against Deputy Secretary of State Talbott’s desire to impose a deadline by which the junta
leaders had to leave or face invasion. Perry, echoing the sense of his department wished to
explore alternatives that could buy off the Haitian leadership. Talbott found this idea “re-
pugnant” and favored an early invasion. Perry’s counter was that it was preferable to spend
money than lives.!”® Through the duration of the Haiti confrontation the Defense Depart-
ment had been adverse to any application of military force and Strobe Talbott had consis-

tently been in favor of intervention.'%

As Guantanamo filled with Haitians and Lawton Chiles continued to sure the federal
government and fall elections drew closer, Fidel Castro allowed an outpouring of Cuban
refugees to brave the Windward Passage and head by sea to Florida. As the old operating
rules remained in effect, the Cubans were initially granted political asylum. The expatriate
Cuban community welcomed them to Florida. Not surprisingly the flow evoked memories
of the Mariel Boat Lift.'” As the Cuban refugee flow swelled in size to more than two thou-
sand individuals a week, the comparisons between the treatment they received vice that

meted out to the Haitians came under harsher criticism.

For the president recollections of the Mariel Boat Lift were not pleasant ones. While
Clinton was governor, Cubans being held in Fort Chaffee, Arkansas rioted. There were sev-
eral deaths and the riots were a major issue in the next gubernatorial campaign, which

Clinton lost. He now made it clear that such events were not going to happen again.'%

The refugees continued to flow and Guantanamo continued to fill. By 24 August, the
Navy was planning to remove civilian dependents of base personnel back to the United
States. It was announced that the base would be used to accommodate up to forty thousand

refugees.'"”

While the United States grappled with Cuban and Haitian refugees, the Cedras regime
once again were thrust into an unflattering limelight. On 28 August 1994, Father Jean-Ma-
rie Vincent, Catholic priest and long time friend of President Aristide was killed. More pre-
cisely, Father Vincent was gunned down just a few feet from the door of his order, the

Congregation of Montfortin Fathers. It was “the first political killing of a priest in
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’

memory...” in Haiti. Vincent was credited with having saved Aristide’s life in the past.

When President Clinton learned of the killing he was “outraged.”!*

As August gave way to September, four Caribbean states pledged to provide forces the
any upcoming invasion of Haiti.''"” UN Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali also an-
nounced that he was “giving up” any attempt to try and persuade the leaders of the junta to
step down. The UN had sent a high level mission to Haiti during the last week in August,
but the Haitian military leaders had snubbed the diplomats and refused to talk with

them.!'!!

Newspapers ran story after story speculating as to when U.S. forces would be used. The
Pentagon announced that an invasion would cost $427 million dollars in addition to the
$200 million already spent on interdiction operations as well as building and running the

refugee facilities on Guantanamo.''?

Unlike most preparations for operations involving the potential for combat, much of the
invasion preparations took place in an overt fashion. The press coverage was extensive.
This was clearly done in an effort to impress the junta to abdicate. U.S. military overflights
of Haiti were increased and the international contingent of the invasion force trained openly
in Puerto Rico.'"¥ Some administration officials explained that due to conflicting signals in
the past and a possible perception of President Clinton being indecisive, General Cedras

and the other coup leaders might not understand how resolute the U.S. position was.'!*

But opposition leaders were also making statements. Bob Dole continued to argue
against any invasion arguing no U.S. interests were at stake. On 6 September, political car-
toonist Gary Trudeau announced that the Clinton presidential icon was going to be a

“waffle.”

What did not get reported was an NSC meeting on the Haiti situation in the White House
on 7 September 1994. Tony Lake chaired the meeting. General Shalikashvili briefed the
state of the Haitian Army, and the U.S. plans to deal with them. As soon as the briefing was

over the president thanked him for the briefing and said, “It’s a good plan; let’s go.”!1®

Although it would take an additional eighteen days during which U.S. forces moved to
position, the press indulged in a frenzy of speculation and U.S. public opinion never moved

to a point favorable to the president, the decision had been made.

Just prior to the invasion the president gave former president Carter, retired Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Collin Powell, and former Senator Sam Nunn (D-GA) permission
to fly to Haiti in order to make one last effort to convince Cedras to step down. Former Pres-
ident Carter argued that, as he had known Cedras personally he would be successful. He
had convinced Powell and Nunn to add their arguments to his. Although there was concern
that the three men could be taken hostage, they were allowed to go. The mission’s initial ef-
forts were not successful, and negotiations were in progress when planes loaded with U.S.

paratroopers lifted off and headed for Haiti.''®
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That fact, relayed to Cedras by a Haitian intelligence asset in the United States, was

enough to convince him that the time had come to quit. The Carter mission gave him a

face-saving way out and he took it. As the paratroopers’ aircraft moved steadily to the jump

points, Carter reported Cedras’ “surrender” to the president. In a remarkable display of

military discipline and precision the invasion was halted. Aircraft were turned around in
mid-air and headed home. OPLAN 2380 was activated. In less than twelve hours, U.S.

troops walked ashore. Five years later, Cedras was living comfortably in exile, the Haitian

population was preparing for its second consecutive free presidential election and U.S. sol-

diers still walked the streets of Port-au-Prince.
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Somalia: U.S. Intervention and
Operation Restore Hope

VALERIE J. LOFLAND

n a bright, hot summer morning in July 2000, Lieutenant Colonel Rick Stevens

got up at dawn to get ready to head out for his new job working at the National Se-

curity Council (NSC). Just one month earlier, he had been a student at the Naval

War College and had graduated with honors. Rick was a C-141 pilot and had
flown humanitarian aid airlift missions into Kenya and parts of Somalia in 1992 in support
of Operation Provide Relief. The Air Force considered Rick a dynamic officer and following
his stint at the Naval War College, he was assigned to work at the National Security Council
in the African Affairs branch.

Over the last decade, Africa had become a continent rife with civil wars, extreme poverty
and immense human suffering. More recently, the Clinton administration had debated
sending humanitarian aid to Sierra Leone, and so Africa was on the NSC’s agenda again.
Rick’s new boss at the NSC, John Preston, was aware of Rick’s experience in Africa. He
asked Rick to prepare a comprehensive analysis concerning President Bush’s decision to
initiate Operation Restore Hope, the United States led U.N. intervention in Somalia in
December 1992.

Preston handed Rick numerous NSC files dating back to the early 1990s. Then he told
Rick “Look these over to get a good understanding of what transpired in 1991 and 1992.”
Then he gave Rick his take on the Operation Restore Hope. “You see Rick, Operation Re-
store Hope was a milestone in the history of the United States as well as the United Nations.
For the first time, the U.N. was involved in peace enforcement, that is the armed interven-
tion into a conflict without the prior consent of the state authorities involved in the hostili-
ties. Operation Restore Hope expanded the role of the United States as well as the U.N. in
the post Cold War era.”

With this backdrop, Rick began to read the old NSC files, which gave him a good founda-
tion to begin his analysis. Rick also dusted off a joint military operations paper he had writ-
ten at the Naval War College on the airlift operation in Somalia. In the early 1970s Somalia
had been a client state of the Soviet Union, but had switched over to the West during the
Ethiopia-Somalia conflict in 1977. During the 1980s, Somalia received large amounts of
military and economic aid from the United States. Somalia had strategic value during the
Cold War in maintaining open access to the Gulf’s oil fields. Located on the Horn of Africa,

Somalia was near the arc of the crisis of Middle Eastern oil fields and strategic sea-lanes.
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After the Cold War and even more so after the Gulf War, Western access was available di-
rectly through the Gulf Cooperative Council (GCC) nations, and Somalia ceased to be of
geostrategic interest to the United States.

At this point in his research, Rick decided to visit an old friend who now worked at the
State Department. Jeff James, a retired Army colonel, had worked at the NSC from 1991 to
1993 and witnessed the Somalia crisis first hand. Jeff was now in the State Department’s
East Africa division. Jeff also arranged to have Sam Jameson, a former staff officer who had

worked at State during the Somalia crisis, at the meeting.

When Rick arrived at Jeff’s office, Jeff made introductions and then got down to business.
He began by describing events in 1991 and 1992 that eventually led to President Bush’s de-
cision to initiate Operation Restore Hope.

“In early 1991, the situation in Somalia deteriorated quickly after the overthrow of the
repressive dictator of twenty-one years, President Mohammed Siad Barre. Then the rebels
who expelled Barre started fighting among themselves. Violence and drought ensued and
brought on a terrible famine throughout the country. On 6 January 1991, the United States
vacated the embassy in Mogadishu, and United States officials and relief experts fled the
capital of Mogadishu. Without a presence in country, we miscalculated the severity of the
famine and United States intelligence was limited. We did not realize the degree of horror
the warring factions were creating as they ripped apart the country’s very fabric. Armed
clansmen took over food production and distribution, and the internal government ceased
to function. Nearly one million Somalis were forced into exile in neighboring countries and
an additional one million flocked to urban centers where NGOs (non-governmental organi-
zations) such as the International Red Cross and the Red Crescent Society attempted in vain
to stabilize the situation and provide food and other humanitarian assistance. The United
Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF), through the work of Audrey Hepburn, publicized the
plight of the dying Somali children. As you may have seen on television, she worked with the

international media to build a global awareness of this immense human tragedy.

“Meanwhile, within the Bush administration in early 1992, there were growing calls for
some form of humanitarian intervention into Somalia, but nothing really got off the
ground. Andrew Natsios, the assistant administrator of the U.S. Agency for International
Development (USAID), spoke bluntly to the House Select Committee on Hunger. Natsios
claimed Somalia was the worst humanitarian crisis in the world. He told the committee that
mass starvation and violence against civilians had been going on since the fall of 1991.
Natsios was quoted as saying ‘the real tragedy was that of the starving Somali children where
up to ninety percent of the children under age five were malnourished.” Natsios praised the
work of the NGOs such as the International Red Cross, International Medical Corps, Save
the Children, and Doctors Without Borders, but he admitted they alone could not get food
to the starving people.”!

At this point in the discussion, Sam Jameson added an important note. “As convincing as

Natsios’ statements were, I'm afraid in the pecking order of agencies, the USAID was not
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one of the more prominent foreign policy players in Washington. In case you haven’t heard
of the USAID, it is a rather small agency that used to be independent but has since been
placed under the policy supervision of the secretary of state. USAID runs the United States
foreign aid program and our foreign disaster relief program. USAID is often the main
source in the United States government of information about humanitarian crises. It gets a

lot of its information from its field officers, those USAID representatives in country.”

Jameson continued, “At the time of the Somalia crisis, my boss Herman Cohen was the
assistant secretary of state for African aftairs, and I can tell you it was hard to get the secre-
tary and the department as a whole to focus on the tragedy. After all, Somalia was just not as
important to United States national interests as it once was. We fought tooth and nail to
gain the attention of Secretary of State James Baker III, but with no success.? One of the
problems with State was that after we closed the embassy in Mogadishu, the foreign service
officers working in Somalia were reassigned to other posts. Therefore, the pressure that
they would have normally kept on Washington from the in-country team ceased to exist.”
Foreign service officers are our eyes and ears around the world and we’ve cut back substan-

tially on funding embassies since the end of the Cold War.

“I’d also have to admit that throughout 1992, Secretary of State Baker was also heavily in-
volved in the reelection campaign for President Bush, his good friend. I don’t believe Soma-
lia was on his radarscope all that much. As a matter of fact, later on that year on 14 August,
he left his post as secretary of state to head up the troubled presidential reelection cam-
paign. Larry Eagleburger became acting secretary of state then. Eagleburger had been the
deputy secretary of state.”

Jameson then cleared his throat and raised a crucial point. “You could say that as far as
the Bush administration was concerned, Somalia represented a house divided. While cer-
tain agencies such as the USAID were vocal in support of Somalia, other advisors cautioned
the president against embarking on a massive peacekeeping mission in Somalia. The Assis-
tant Secretary of State John Bolton warned U.N. officials of the administration’s opposition
to footing large peacekeeping bills for Somalia, due to perceived voter and congressional

objections to expensive peacekeeping bills in an election year.*

“By the fall of 1992, during Bush’s last few months as president, certain key advisors
within the administration became much more vocal about intervention and that’s when
things really began to change. We’ll go over this portion of the decision at length with you
later, but let’s first back up and we’ll give you a more detailed overview as to how things pro-

gressed throughout 1992.

“On the international scene, Boutros Boutros-Ghali became the secretary-general of the
U.N. in January 1992. Boutros-Ghali, an Egyptian by birth, was very concerned with events
in Africa, particularly in Somalia. He was also more of an activist than his predecessor Javier
Perez de Cuellar who was from Peru. The Egyptian embassy had stayed open in Somalia,
and Boutros-Ghali was getting accurate information on the devastation due to the famine.
On 23 January 1992, shortly after he came to the U.N., the U.N. Security Council voted
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unanimously to increase humanitarian aid United Nations Security Council Resolution
(UNSCR) 733 to Somalia. Then the U.N. augmented aid in April 1992, with UNSCR 751,
which authorized a fifty man UNOSOM (U.N. Operation Somalia) mission for food distri-

bution. You could say things were starting to happen on a global scale but much too slowly.

“Unfortunately, the UNOSOM mission could not overcome the vast food distribution
problems imposed by the warring factions. During the summer months of 1992, interna-
tional pressure from NGOs, the Organization of African Unity (OAU), the League of Arab
States as well as the U.N. secretary-general was growing for the Western powers and the
Bush administration to do something. Then on 24 July, Boutros-Ghali chastised the U.N.
for a European tilt, while people starved in Somalia. He accused Western leadership of be-

ing racist, and this really shook up quite a few people.”

Jameson then added, “In addition, in July, the United States ambassador to Kenya,
Smith Hempstone, Jr. wrote a dramatic State Department cable on the suffering in Somalia
entitled “A Day in Hell” that caught President Bush’s attention.” Ambassador Hempstone
said the USAID estimated that 25 percent of Somali children under age 5 were already
dead. Hempstone concluded that the UNOSOM mission as a military operation had been

largely ineffectual and something drastic needed to be done.

Jameson continued “Especially significant at the same time, appeared to have been an
assessment trip to Somalia led by Jim Kunder, the director of the Office of U.S. Foreign Di-
saster Assistance (OFDA), which is within the USAID. This trip coincided with the cable re-
ceived from Ambassador Hempstone, and both are believed to have greatly influenced
President Bush, as reported later by Andrew Natsios at congressional testimonies on 16

September.”®

Rick then decided to see where Congress fit in with all the action. “I know the summer

months can be quiet in Washington D.C., but what was happening on the Hill?”

Jeff chimed in because he had worked the interface with the congressional staffers on the
Somalia crises. “Congress picked up the tempo over the summer months and things really
started heating up. The International Committee of the Red Cross declared that one-third
of all Somalis, or about 1.5-2 million people were in imminent danger of dying from starva-
tion. Senator Nancy Kassenbaum (R-KS) had visited Somalia in July and testified to the
House Select Committee on Hunger on the urgent need for stepped up aid. Both Senators
Kassenbaum and Paul Simon (D-IL), as members of the Senate Committee on Foreign Re-
lations, sponsored resolutions demanding urgent action. As you know, these resolutions are
not binding. In fact, during the 1991-92 time frame, there were more congressional hear-

ings, bills, resolutions and floor statement about Somalia, than any other country.

“Also during the early summer months, the media increased their reporting of events in
Somalia. The Washington Post and the New York Times began reporting on the tragic suffer-
ing and death of the Somalis. The networks were showing photos of starving children. Pun-
dits called this the CNN factor because it wasn’t until the nightly news reporters began their

vivid portrayal of events on the news, that the American people seemed to take notice.
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That’s the way the American public and the media work—it’s a chicken and egg kind of
thing. You're never sure which comes first—the activity in Washington that creates the me-
dia feeding frenzy or the media that creates the wake up call. In my opinion, the national

media followed the action in Congress and there was plenty of it concerning Somalia.”

“Then in July 1992, the New York Times published a story by Jane Perlez about how the
current airlift efforts were failing to feed the starving Somalis.® Her story made an impres-
sion at the White House as President Bush read her piece and was very upset by the reports.”
He wanted something done and gave the crisis increased focus. He also instructed the State
Department to be forward leaning on Somalia and told the national security advisor, Brent
Scowcroft to begin exploring an enhanced airlift effort. At about the same time, I started at-
tending NSC interagency meetings and it soon seemed apparent to me that a consensus on
an airlift effort was not going to happen. When the president found out the interagency
working group process was not cutting it through reports from the national security advisor,

he decided to get a food airlift operation going despite the haggling.

“On August 12", the president met quietly with Secretary of State Baker, Secretary of De-
tense Dick Cheney, and Brent Scowcroft to hammer out the details of Operation Provide
Relief. President Bush had finally decided to shore up the current UNOSOM mission and
authorized humanitarian relief airlift missions. This announcement occurred on a Friday,
14 August, just days before the Republican National Convention in Houston was to begin
on 17 August. As you might have guessed, certain Democratic members of Congress
thought Bush’s decision was pure election year politics. But I sincerely believe the adminis-
tration wanted to help but did not want to get involved in a huge peacekeeping effort in Af-
rica at least at this stage in the game. The airlift missions that Operation Provide Relief
promised was the next logical step. Hence, direct involvement in the Somali crisis began on
28 August when the airlift of relief supplies into Somalia was launched from bases provided

by the Kenyan government.”

Rick then wondered where the military stood on the increased taskings coming from the

White House. “What was the position of the Pentagon on all this?”

Jett continued, “From the military standpoint, we were spread pretty thin at that time
and bogged down providing humanitarian relief to the Kurds in northern Iraq. We were
also working numerous issues with Haiti and there were concerns over the refugee camps at
Guantanamo Bay. On top of that, the military units were busy cleaning up the damage from
Hurricane Andrew in August 1992 which destroyed portions of Florida and the east coast.
You could also say, there was a pervasive sentiment that if we got involved in Somalia, it
could lead to a quagmire, similar to what Lebanon had been in 1983 when 241 marines died
in Beirut during the Reagan administration. All you heard from NSC staffers was the follow-

ing phrase, ‘if you liked Beirut, you'll love Mogadishu.’!

“The Pentagon’s reluctance was echoed by Stephen J. Hadley, the assistant secretary of
defense for international security policy. He really summed up the potential hazard with

Somalia and said United States forces would become the object of attack and of a guerrilla
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war that could have no end.'! Hadley and the Pentagon’s fear resulted from the confusion
about the military’s humanitarian and combatant roles in Lebanon, where United States
troops were placed in a fight without giving them the means to control its outcome. Another
concern of the Pentagon with humanitarian missions was not just the confusion of roles but
that the small size of the relief missions did not give troops an overwhelming advantage of

forces. This was what the Powell doctrine was all about.”

Rick had learned a lot about the Powell doctrine at the Naval War College, a product to
guide the proper use of military forces in the future due to the protracted Vietnam War and
the Lebanon fiasco. The doctrine supported the use of military ground troops only when vi-
tal interests were threatened. In addition, it recommended using an overwhelming number
of troops to maintain a distinct advantage. Lastly, the doctrine mandated clear objectives

and an exit strategy.

Then Rick asked Jameson, “Where was the support from our allies in Europe on this

issuer”

Jameson knew this was coming. “Western European countries were as preoccupied as we
were with the breakup of the Soviet Union which occurred in late 1991 and the disintegra-
tion of the former Yugoslavia, maybe even more so. After all, Eastern Europe and Russia
were a lot closer to our western European allies than Africa was. Things were beginning to
erupt in the former Yugoslavia with the breaking down of sovereign authority and contin-

ued ethnic cleansing. We were hearing a lot about Bosnia-Herzegovina then if you recall.”
Rick interrupted and asked, “So why did we pick Somalia and ignore Bosnia at the time?”

Jeffreplied, “That’s another story but most analysts believe the Bush administration ulti-
mately found Bosnia too hard to grapple with or maybe the administration felt that Bosnia
was a problem that Europe could and should handle. I also believe President Bush wrestled
with the role of the United States in the post Cold War world, the supposed New World or-
der that he spoke about so often. I think he was worried about the role of moral concerns in
United States foreign policy and of course, the administration’s own place in history. Soma-
lia played heavily in this respect. We on the NSC staff also believed we could get in and get
out of Somalia in a relatively short period of time. That is, feed the starving masses, work to
stabilize the situation, and then exit. We did not think that we could get out of Bosnia as

quickly.

“By mid-November, despite enhanced airlift eftorts from Operation Provide Relief, mas-
sive distribution problems on the ground still remained. The clans were hoarding the hu-
manitarian supplies and there was extensive looting once supplies left the ports. The clans
were using food as a weapon and as a result, there was widespread violence. NSC staff mem-
bers knew something else was going to have to be done. The Pentagon, for example, typi-
cally opposes humanitarian intervention because of tight budgets. There are no readily
available accounts to pay for such crises as Somalia.'? In addition, the military was downsiz-

ing and the brass was not looking for another mission.
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“Nonetheless, President Bush was determined to exit his presidency in glory when it
came to the Somali. Politically, he was somewhat depressed due to the loss of his reelection
campaign. Plus the death of his mother in November that year must have touched an inner

cord. Perhaps Somalia was a way to leave a legacy and feed the starving masses.

“Inevitably, as the problems in Somalia continued despite the airlift and UNOSOM, the
idea to intervene with a massive force started gaining momentum. By mid-November, cer-
tain civilian advisors were becoming more amenable to some sort of plan to have a massive
force distribute food and supplies. At one of the first Deputies Committee meetings that
month, Paul Wolfowitz, the undersecretary of defense for policy and planning, suggested

using United States ground troops, but the JCS were noncommittal.

“Then at a second Deputies Committee meeting on 21 November, Admiral Jeremiah,
the vice chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff startled the group by suggesting the ground
forces might be able to do the job.'® Admiral Jeremiah wanted to use a large force—a divi-
sion level of United States troops at least twenty thousand strong. His suggestion was also
consistent with the Powell doctrine, in that United States troops should not be placed in a

risky situation unless their numbers were overwhelming.

“Apparently, a sea change had occurred at the Pentagon. General Powell, the chairman
of the Joint Chiefs supported deploying United States troops. Powell had visited Somalia in
October and his influence affected senior Pentagon leadership. The brass began to believe
Somalia was ‘doable’ on the ground and much less risky than Bosnia. The terrain in Somalia
was relatively flat, unlike Bosnia, where thick woods and mountains would cause new chal-
lenges. Some in the Pentagon felt that Somalia was the lesser of the two evils, and by taking
on Somalia, we might shake Bosnia off our backs. Eventually, the Pentagon came up with

three plans to offer up to the NSC for the Somalia effort.

“The first option was to continue the status quo and stay with the existing U.N. plan to
deliver food and supplies by air and sea, but at the same time also enhance the U.N. security
presence. The United States contribution would involve transportation and financial sup-
port, but no United States ground forces in country. There were not many strong advocates
for this position, because the status quo was not working. Then a Central Intelligence
Agency (CIA) report made it clear that this option would not work since Somali warlords

could easily massacre the lightly armed U.N. forces.

“Next, a bolder option was offered by Undersecretary of State for International Security
Affairs Frank Wisner. He recommended the United States organize a coalition of interna-
tional forces under a United Nations command. The United States would provide logistical,
airlift, sealift and communications requirements and United States forces could be based off
shore if an additional threat surfaced. By operating under a U.N. command, the U.N.

would be bolstered with the troops into a larger role in the post Cold-War.!*

“While Wisner and the State Department argued for more United States action, they did
not argue for a direct United States military intervention, nor for the use of United States

ground troops, fearing the Pentagon would be staunchly opposed to this route.
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“At the same time, Brent Scowcroft believed that only the United States could provide
the international community with the leadership it needed with regards to Somalia and
other humanitarian tragedies. Scowcroft hinted at the idea of using ground troops directly
and thus began plans for a third option for a United States led U.N. ground operation. If
United States troops were to be used, General Powell wanted to retain United States com-
mand and control over the U.N. forces, and also determine the appropriate size of the

»lhH

force.

Jeff remembered working the three plans during Thanksgiving week. “Politically, things
were pretty quiet in Washington during the week before Thanksgiving, with Congress in re-
cess and Washington winding down. The presidential race was over on 2 November, but the

White House was busier than a beehive working on the three Somalia options.

“Two more NSC Deputies Committee meetings occurred on the Monday and Tuesday,
23 and 24 November before Thanksgiving; however no consensus was reached as to which
of the three options would be best. Also on 24 November, Boutros Boutros-Ghali sent a let-
ter to all members of the U.N. Security Council once again requesting help with the Somalia
crisis. President Bush read the letter and I believe it pushed the president to the final deci-

sion to intervene.!%

“In addition, media pictures of starving children were again all over the network broad-
casts and the reports from Somalia were dire. Here we were in the United States getting
ready to celebrate Thanksgiving with all the food and bounty the holiday conveys and the
starving masses in Somalia were dying by the hundreds each day. These images connected
with President Bush’s past experience when he witnessed the Sahelian famine in the Sudan

during a visit in 1985. Andrew Natsios, mentioned this event in his book:”

In December 1992 I sat through a discussion between President Bush and Phil Johnson,
president of CARE who was then acting as the director of humanitarian operations in So-
malia, in which Bush described his visit with the First Lady and Johnson to a CARE feed-
ing center for starving children during the Sahelian famine. He said that he and his wife
would never forget the scenes of death, a memory, he said, that had clearly affected his

decision to send troops into Somalia.'”

Jett continued, “The next morning, on the Wednesday before Thanksgiving, President
Bush held a National Security Council meeting to hash out the options for Somalia. Most of
the NSC players supported a United States led U.N. peacekeeping force by this point in the
game. To sell option three to the U.N., the United States had to provide the vast majority of
the forces. Once agreed upon, Acting Secretary of State Lawrence Eagleburger was dis-
patched to New York later that day to discuss the plan with the secretary-general. Boutros
Boutros-Ghali worked hard to get the U.N. Security Council to swiftly approve the massive
United States led U.N. coalition, an operation that the United States defense officials called
Restore Hope (U.N. Security Council Resolution 794). The Council approved the resolu-
tion on 3 December. Finally on 4 December, President Bush announced in a speech to the

nation, the details dealing with the United States involvement and support of Operation
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Restore Hope. The first U.S. Marines landed on Mogadishu beaches on 9 December. Presi-
dent Bush’s final days in the White House were ones of great achievement concerning hu-

manitarian efforts.”

Rick suddenly looked at his watch and realized he had been at Jeff’s office for over two
hours. He thanked Jeff and Sam for their assistance, as he knew their first hand experience
gleaned from Operation Restore Hope would greatly enhance his final analysis. Jameson

had to be going as well to get back to a symposium at Georgetown University.

Before the three parted company, Jameson hesitated and remarked: “Rick, make sure

you address these questions before you write your final analysis:

* Just how did the dynamics of the State Department, the DoD and the White House
staff affect the final decision on Somalia?

* Do you think the decision to support Operation Restore Hope would have happened
without the media sensationalism?”

Then as he walked out the door, Jameson added one final comment. “As you recall our
stated aim of Operation Restore Hope was that of humanitarian intervention. Do you also
think Somalia might have represented a new robust era of multilateral cooperation and
thus an expanded role for the U.N. as well as the United States as the only superpower in
the post Cold War era?”

As Rick headed for the Metro entrance at Foggy Bottom, he wondered just what Jameson

had meant with his last remark.
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Feb 88

Jan 91

Nov 91

Dec 91

Jan 92

Mar 92

CHRONOLOGY

Civil war erupts in Somalia among

rival clans.

President Mohammed Siad Barre
overthrown, NEO commences for
diplomatic personnel and United
States citizens (six days prior to

start of Desert Storm).

Atrocities and starvation in Soma-

lia spark international concern.

Senators Simon and Kassenbaum
demand urgent action, including

use of troops.

Boutros Boutros-Ghali becomes
secretary-general of the U.N..
U.N. Security Council votes unani-
mously for increase in humanitar-
ian aid (UNSCR 733).

U.N. brokered cease-fire agree-

ment signed in Mogadishu by clan

Apr 92

Jul 92

Aug 92

Nov 92

Dec 92

leaders, Ali Mahdi Mohammed
and Mohammed Farah Aidid.
UNSCR 746 urges compliance.

UNSCR 751 authorizes 50-man
UNOSOM mission.

Senator Kassenbaum visits

Somalia.

President Bush announces Opera-
tion Provide Relief airlift opera-
tion just prior to Republican
National Convention. UNSCR 775
authorizes 3,500 additional troops.

Bill Clinton wins election. Series of
NSC Deputies Committee meet-

ings on Somalia.

President Bush decides to take ac-
tion with United States led inter-
vention of U.N. forces. Announces

Operation Restore Hope.
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Withdrawal from the ABM Treaty:
A Rational Decision?

JOHN E. STOCKER, Il

s Lieutenant Colonel Joe “Gonzo” Gordon, U.S. Air Force was escorted through
the Pentagon security system, he was struck at how far removed he was from the
enjoyment of spending the past year as a student in beautiful Newport, Rhode Is-
land attending the Naval War College. The Air Force considered Joe a “mover and
shaker” and following school assigned him to the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD)

working missile defense issues.

Upon checking in, Gonzo was sent to see his boss, Colonel Jake Connell. Colonel

Connell was a no nonsense kind of guy and after a brief handshake, got straight to the point.

“Gonzo, for the past several years, United States policy makers had struggled with what
to do about the 1972 Anti Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty. Here’s a copy of the speech that
Bush gave to the National Defense University on 1 May 2001 when he said, “We need a new
framework that allows us to build missile defenses to counter the different threats of today’s
world. To do so, we must move beyond the constraints of the thirty-year-old ABM Treaty.
This treaty does not recognize the present or point us to the future. It enshrines us in the
past. No treaty that prevents us from addressing today’s threats, that prohibits us from pur-
suing promising technology to defend ourselves, our friends and our allies, is in our inter-

ests or in the interests of world peace.'

“Since President Bush took office he has been adamant about getting rid of the ABM
Treaty. He has obviously evaluated over time this treaty and came to the conclusion that it is
a hindrance to our national security and the protection of our citizens. He is a realist with a
focus on defining national interests in terms of the survival of our nation and he supports
the power of our military in achieving its security. The president knows there are many
technological challenges ahead but believes they can be solved through new technologies,
aggressive testing and time. Look at the selection of people he brings to this administration.
Don Rumsfeld, Dr. Condoleeza Rice, and Colin Powell who all had previous knowledge
with other administrations in identifying rogue threats and the constraints in working from
Russians on the ABM Treaty. It is obvious that he knows that the international community is
not supportive of the withdrawal from this treaty but has decided we must move forward

and deploy a missile defense system, regardless,” Colonel Connell emphasized.

“I'm sure you know on 13 December 2001 the president made the decision that the

United States will withdraw from the Treaty in six months, the very first time in modern
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history that the United States has renounced a major international accord.? As your first as-
signment at OSD, I want you to provide me a point paper on the President’s decision to ab-
rogate the ABM Treaty. Your emphasis should be on why the 13 December decision was
made. This will give you an opportunity to learn about all the issues surrounding the ABM
Treaty, missile deployment, future missile testing and meet some contacts over at the State
Department, the Pentagon, and Congress working the missile defense issues. My secretary
will give you some points of contact and I'd like to see your work in the next day or two.
Good luck!”

Colonel Connell’s secretary provided Gonzo three points of contact, a copy of the 1972
ABM Treaty, a couple news clippings and showed him to his cubicle. Gonzo had expected a
different lifestyle than at Newport and, so far, events had certainly lived up to his

expectations.

He figured he needed to get “up to speed” on the ABM Treaty before calling his points of
contact, so he quickly took note of the treaty. The treaty was written during President
Nixon’s time in office when both the United States and Russia had thousands of inter-conti-
nental ballistic missiles pointing at one another. Gonzo highlighted one particular point of
the treaty that allowed either signatory to withdraw with six months’ notice. That would
mean the Pentagon would be free to conduct aggressive testing of ground-based, sea-based,
and space-based interceptors as well as begin construction of a future ABM site by mid-June
2002.

Well, Gonzo thought, “I guess by mid-2002 the Pentagon will be able to conduct what-

ever tests it wants since the treaty would be null and void.”

One of the news clippings Gonzo read was a New York Times article dated November 16,
2001 when President Bush and President Putin ended their three-day summit meeting in
Crawford, Texas. The article addressed the fact that the two men had a difference of opin-
ion on the ABM Treaty but that President Putin commented that the abrogation of the
treaty would “not threaten the interests of both countries and of the world.”® The article
went on to quote Dr. Rice, the national security adviser (NSA), as saying, “The president has
made clear that one way or another the United States will have to get out of the constraints
of the missile defense treaty.”* Gonzo thought that the Russians should not have been too

surprised with the 13 December announcement.

With an understanding of the ABM Treaty, Gonzo looked at his list of points of contact
and decided to start with the Department of State’s, Ms. Alice Worth. He called her office

and she was free to see him in an hour.

After a brief introduction, Alice said that she had a tight schedule and suggested they get
right to the issue at hand.

“I can give you a fairly accurate account from the State perspective on that decision. First,
the decision to abrogate the ABM Treaty, which we can legally do, came after Secretary

Powell had visited Russia on 3 December. The secretary tried but was unable to fix the
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differences with President Putin on how to deal with the arms control treaty that President
Bush repeatedly called a “relic” of the cold war. At the time, Secretary Powell felt it was pos-
sible to negotiate an agreement with Russia that would allow the Pentagon to do its tests.
Initially NSA Rice had been supportive of Secretary Powell in seeking greater compromise
with the ABM Treaty testing limitations. Both Powell and Rice wanted ‘to do everything we
need to do with testing and accomplish all the other objectives within the ABM Treaty con-

straints with Russia all at the same time.”

“But since the 11 September terrorist attacks, she eventually sided with Secretary
Rumsfeld on the need to pull out of the treaty. I heard from a friend in the National Secu-
rity Council that she had been leaning towards doing away with the treaty once our war on
terrorism was moving forward so smoothly. I guess you could surmise that the Russians were
not agreeing with our issues of the treaty but cooperating in the war on terrorism—implica-

tion being no big cost for abrogation.”

Alice continued, “It should not surprise you that many see the president’s decision to ab-
rogate the treaty as a major policy defeat for Secretary Powell who feels strongly that he
should be the official spokesman for foreign policy matters and initiatives within the admin-
istration. But I'm here to tell you that Secretary Powell is a team player and the key point he
has made is that an arms race between Russia and the United States is not taking place. In
fact, he is encouraged by the discussions of significant levels of reduction in nuclear war-

heads between both countries.

“Additionally, the 11 September terrorist attacks have offered opportunities to President
Putin and President Bush to battle a common enemy. President Putin’s strong support for
American intervention in Central Asia allows President Bush to promote a greater role for
Russia in Western security and a possible trade-off for abrogating the ABM Treaty. Presi-
dent Putin’s decision to align Russia with the fight against the Al Qaeda has been hailed as a
significant turn in Russia’s post-cold-war policy toward the West. The Russian leader char-
acterizes the Chechnya campaign as Moscow’s battle against terrorism, and since Putin has
already agreed on the existence of the threat and on the desirability of defenses, the United
States could argue that it had no choice but to abrogate the ABM Treaty in order to counter
new missile threats. The State Department continues to work well with the Russians and we

do not see the treaty abrogation as a problem.”

Alice went on, “Since President Bush entered office, the reactions of our allies in his
statements to abrogate the ABM Treaty have been a concern of ours. In fact, a number of
United States European allies have suggested that United States deployment of national
missile defense (NMD) might lead to a “Fortress America” mentality among Americans.’
Many of the citizens of Europe’s four largest countries disapprove of President Bush’s policy
on a national missile defense. A poll was taken by the Pew Research Center, the International
Herald Tribune and the Council on Foreign Relations found that Britons (49%), French
(59%), Italians (46%) and Germans (65%) opposed Bush’s decision to develop a national
missile defense system. Europeans have been largely critical of Bush since he came to office

in January, accusing his administration of being “new unilateralist” and of a failure to
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consult with United States allies in Europe on the missile defense issue.” It should come as
no surprise if this retreat from the ABM Treaty had a negative impact on future efforts by
the United States to obtain support from other nations in negotiating new multinational

agreements.

“Here are some of the attitudes Europeans have expressed towards national missile

defense:

* The U.S. government acted unilaterally by presenting its allies (and others) with
essentially a fait accompli on NMD, without real concern for allied reactions.

* The very term “rogue state” that has been the foundation for the United States
characterization of the new ballistic missile threat is evidence of an arrogance that is
dismissive of other countries’ real strategic concerns.

* NMD is a technological response to what is essentially a political and diplomatic
problem.

* The United States is in search of 100 percent security, an ideal that is unattainable.

* Underneath everything else, the U.S. drive for NMD is motivated by pressure from
the U.S. defense industry and a desire to maintain a technological lead over the rest of
the world.

¢ The United States is locked into an outdated model of international relations in which
military power is the decisive element.

* The U.S. NMD program is a strategically and financially disproportionate response to
an admittedly changing strategic situation.®

“The Europeans generally recognize that the decision to proceed with a deployment to
protect United States territory against ballistic missile attack is a sovereign decision for the
United States to take. But European governments believe that their interests will be affected

by this decision and that it may have adverse effects on Alliance relations.”

Alice continued, “We can’t forget the reaction of our Asian allies either. What’s interest-
ing to note is that the Asian reactions have not changed since the 11 September terrorists at-
tack. The attitudes of Asian governments toward the NMD program and the ABM Treaty
vary in direct relation to their ties with the United States. The closer the relations, the
greater the support for missile defense and President Bush’ decision on the treaty. Amer-
ica’s friends—Taiwan, South Korea, and Japan—see NMD linked to their own theater mis-
sile defense (TMD) systems against potential adversaries they believe also concern the
United States. Their TMDs could be integrated into United States NMD’s early warning
and command and control satellites. Those countries identified as potential adversaries,
principally North Korea and China, oppose United States-sponsored missile defense,
whether labeled theater or national, and they see the connection between TMDs of Amer-
ica’s friends and NMD. In the middle are India and Pakistan. Both countries are neutral to

United States NMD because of their own interests in nuclear programs.
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“Ballistic missile defense has been less controversial in Japan than in Western Europe.
The Japanese government generally shares Washington’s perspective about the threat
posed by the proliferation of ballistic missiles and weapons of mass destruction. North Ko-
rea’s August 1998 test of the Taepo Dong-I ballistic missile, which overflew Japan, made
missile defense a vital Japanese security concern. Because the North Korean threat is per-
ceived to be real and immediate, Japanese officials are not preoccupied with the implica-
tions of United States NMD for arms control or the ABM Treaty. Japanese officials remain
supportive of arms control and improved relations with Russia, but they tend to view Japa-
nese missile defense as an issue of vital national security. Japanese leaders are sensitive to
the possibility that the People’s Republic of China (PRC) might respond negatively to in-
creased Japanese collaboration with the United States in creating missile defenses yet the
threat posed by North Korean ballistic missiles and the fear that these could someday be

armed with nuclear warheads overshadow the concern with the PRC reactions.”’

Alice noted, “As you have probably heard, NMD received harsh criticism from Pyong-
yang. North Korea does not like to be labeled as a rogue, a state sponsor of terrorism, or
designated as a rationale for NMD. In addition, the closer that United States-South Korean
military ties grow, the greater the confidence given to the southern government to push for

reunification on its terms and under its leadership.'’

“The Chinese are not a signatory to the treaty and China’s arsenal of strategic nuclear
weapons is very small but many fear that the president’s decision will prompt them to speed
the modernization of their nuclear forces. China has previously responded to renewed
United States interest in NMD by working to prevent any change to the status quo as em-
bodied in the ABM Treaty. China and Russia co-sponsored a resolution of the 54™ United
Nations General Assembly on preservation of and compliance with the ABM Treaty, which
China deemed a collective appeal by the international community to the United States."!
Perhaps anticipating the abrogation of the ABM Treaty, China decided prior to the 13 De-
cember announcement to spend an additional $9.7 billion to boost their second strike levels

in an effort to overwhelm the United States NMD structure.'?

“The treaty announcement comes at a difficult moment for China’s leaders and the
Communist Party. The prospect of a United States NMD system gives new influence to the
hard-line elements in the policy process, especially those in the People’s Liberation Army
and the defense industries, who favor an increase in military spending. A leadership trou-
bled by these various challenges may look toward increase spending on nuclear forces and
modernization of conventional forces. We’ll be watching this situation closely but the State
Department’s view is that the argument that withdrawal may cause a new arms race is proba-

bly over stated because China is preoccupied with its economic development.”!?

Alice glanced at her watch and continued, “As you know, the prospect of ballistic missile
defenses in Taiwan is deeply unsettling to the Chinese. Operationally, Beijing appears fairly
confident of its ability to overwhelm any defenses that Taipei may deploy at this time. The
PRC allegedly is well on the way to deploying between 600 and 800 short-range missiles
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across the strait from Taiwan by 2005. Beijing knows that if the United States is protected by

NMD it will not have to worry about China and would defend Taiwan in times of crisis.'*

“Of the seven states identified by the State Department as the principal sponsors of ter-
rorism, five (Iran, Iraq, Syria, Libya, and North Korea) do have ballistic missile programs
and are seeking longer-range weapons. States with nuclear capability may feel that they can
get away with sponsoring terrorism. That’s one of the reasons that President Bush has con-

cluded now is the time to abrogate the ABM Treaty.”

Gonzo interrupted, “What you're telling me is that President Bush made the treaty deci-
sion without consulting his allies from Europe and Asia? I thought since the “9-11" attacks
the Bush administration has put new emphasis on the importance of allies and coalitions. It
seems to me that diplomatic relations with Russia, Pakistan, and even China were likely to

improve because of their help with combating terrorism. Is that not true?”

Well, Alice said, “We did in fact consult our allies over quite a long period of time. Presi-
dent Bush visited several of our allies shortly after taking office and he made it clear the

ABM Treaty was a relic of the Cold War that prevented our security as well as our allies.”

Alice continued, “The whole idea that the war is fought by a coalition is comical. What ex-
actly has Egypt contributed? France sent troops into Mazar-e Sharif after the fighting had
stopped. There is a coalition office somewhere in Islamabad, I think. The coalition consists
of little more than United States aircraft, U.S. Special Forces, and Afghan
friends-of-the-moment on the ground. Like the Gulf War, the Afghan war is unilateralism

»15

dressed up as multilateralism.

Gonzo thanked Alice for her time and insight into the international reactions to Bush’s
decision and headed over to his meeting with Colonel Frank Trust at the Air Force Legisla-
tive Liaison Office. Frank had been in Legislative Liaison for over two years and worked
missile defense issues on the Hill. As usual Frank’s hair was on fire and he had only thirty
minutes to spend with Flash. They met in the Pentagon’s cafeteria and Frank quickly

brought Gonzo up to speed on why he felt the 13 December decision was made.

Frank noted, “Congressional support of President Bush’s missile defense plan was
strengthened after the 11 September terrorist attacks. Senator Kent Conrad (D-ND), chair-
man of the Budget Committee, said, “what we see here is that we are much more vulnerable
to terrorism than to missiles. We’ve got to use our resources to defend against this sort of at-
tack.”!® And an aide to a House Democrat who opposes missile defense explained, “What
happened Tuesday [11 September] was just so terrible that people are rallying round, say-
ing we have to let the president lead us. So we’re going to give him a lot of leeway on na-
tional missile defense.”!” What is interesting to note is that in reading major news media
shortly after “9-11,” such as the L.A. Times, New York Times, Washington Post, and others, were
not overly supportive or non-supportive of the issue of missile defense. One reason may be

the emphasis on finding the terrorists and establishing the Office of Homeland Security.”
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Frank continued, “Before and after 11 September terrorist attacks, the Federation of
American Scientists (FAS) and the Union of Concerned Scientists issued statements urging
Congress not to fund missile defense because it will squander resources. FAS went even fur-
ther when it wrote additional letters to Congress to act vigorously against the ABM Treaty
withdrawal and to call on Russia, China, and other states to renew their commitment to
multilateral arms controls and nonproliferation. It said that Bush’s decision to withdraw
from the treaty is both unnecessary and unwise.'® Greenpeace, the anti-war environmental

group, was also among the groups publicly opposing NMD.'?

“However, some groups supported the 13 December decision. The Heritage Founda-
tion, a conservative think tank that lobbies Congress, wrote a letter to Congress on 20 De-
cember 2001 stating, that under the treaty, we cannot test some of our most promising
missile defense systems and that we’ll be safer without the ABM Treaty.?’ Additionally, the
Center for Security Policy report stated that there can be no longer any disputing the fact
that the ABM Treaty impedes the development and testing, as well as the deployment, of ef-

fective missile defenses.”?!

Frank paused for a moment and then continued, “Everyone on the Hill knew in Decem-
ber that the public was very supportive of the administration. The polls show that since 11
September, more Americans believe in the need for missile defense, even though the at-
tacks used airplanes, not missiles. In the days following 11 September, the approval ratings
for the president reached record highs and general trust in government achieved levels not
seen since the 1960s. A poll conducted on 11 December gave President Bush an 87% ap-
proval for his handling on terrorism and an 86% approval to his overall job.?* With these
incredibly high marks for the president, I think the Bush administration was pretty shrewd
to select the waning days of our highly successful Operation Enduring Freedom to pull out
of the ABM Treaty.

“President Bush has also certainly worked hard to fulfill his campaign promise to defend
the American people against ballistic-missile attack as soon as possible—even if it meant with-
drawing from the Treaty.?* I think he learned a great deal from his father’s presidency when
promises had been to the made to American public that were perceived to have not been

kept. There’s one thing you can say about Bush, he does not plan to make the same mistake.”

Frank continued, “Also, I heard from some of the House staffers saying one reason that
the decision was made in December was that Congress’ winter recess was fast approaching
and the president felt that those opponents of NMD would not be as vocal in denouncing
his decision to withdraw. You have to remember that winter recess was fast approaching.
However, the timing of the president’s ABM announcement did not go over too well with
many of the Democrats because they were not consulted. Senator Robert Byrd (D-W.Va.)
criticized by stating, “Shutting Congress out of the decision-making process involving
agreements among nations is a dangerous and corrosive course of action. It effectively un-
dermines the intent of the framers of our Constitution.”** Senator Joseph R. Biden Jr.
(D-Del), and chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee commented shortly af-

ter the decision was announced that the president, “has not offered any convincing
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rationale for why any missile defense test it may need to conduct would require walking
away from a treaty that has helped keep the peace for the last thirty years. A year ago, it was
widely reported that our intelligence community had concluded that pulling out of the
ABM would prompt the Chinese to increase their nuclear arsenal tenfold, and when they
build up, so will the Indians, and when the Indians do, so will the Pakistanis. And for what?
A system no one is convinced will work. Senator Biden was pretty worked up since he

learned of the decision by reading it in a newspaper.”?>

But as you are aware, Frank continued, “Republicans have long supported missile de-
fense. Senator John W. Warner (R-VA), and former chairman of the Senate Armed Services
Committee said immediately after the 11 September attacks, I think the recent attack on
New York and Northern Virginia has strengthen the argument in favor of a missile defense
and this will require us to withdraw from the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty. The treaty has
outlived its purposes and a new framework should be put in place.?® Additionally, Senator
Jesse Helms (R-NC) said after the President’s remarks at NDU on 1 May 2001, “I greatly ad-
mire President Bush for his commitment to defend the American people against ballistic

missile attack.”?”

Frank continued, “But I think despite opposition from Democrats and some arms con-
trol groups, the White House’s decision will not be challenged openly—in part because pa-
triotism is still running very high. The Washington Post-ABC News poll conducted on 18-19
December 2001, indicated that 86% of those interviewed either strongly approved (64%) or
somewhat approved (22%) of the way President Bush is handling his job as our president.?T
talked with the arms control guys in both OSD and the Joint Staff and their reaction to
Bush’s announcement was basically a large yawn. They said the groundwork had been laid

months before and it was just a matter of time for the abrogation to take place.

“A few of the interest groups, such as Greenpeace and the Federation of American Scien-
tists, are trying to influence members of Congress right now on the Bush decision but as
long as the missile testing results are favorable, the groups should keep quiet.? However, if
the tests fail then criticism will likely increase since the price tag is estimated to be $60
billion.”

Gonzo thanked Colonel Trust for his time.

His next stopped was to see Mr. Jim Claus in the Ballistic Missile Defense Office (BMDO)
to find out about the Pentagon role in the decision to abrogate from the treaty.

After a quick handshake, Jim invited Gonzo into his cubicle and explained his thoughts

on why the president made the decision in December.

“Let me tell you that we were pushing the secretary of defense hard to get the president
beyond that ABM Treaty. But it was an easy sell. As you probably know, back in 1998 a
blue-ribbon, bipartisan commission reported that a significant danger of devastating attacks

via long-range missile could emerge at any time and with little warning. Well, the study was
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chaired by Secretary Rumsteld. We're lucky to have him as secretary since he knows the capa-
bility of rogue states and terrorists as well as anyone else in the administration.

Jim further responded, “You have to admit that Secretary Rumsfeld’s stock has hit an
all-time high with the military’s success in the war on terrorism, the latest successful missile
defense test, and with having the national security advisor supposedly in his camp on the
ABM Treaty issue. Just look at the latest Gallup Poll conducted from 6-9 December 2001
and the public shows the secretary with an 82% approval rating of his handling of the war on

terrorism.>?

“One of the reasons we needed the decision to pull out of the treaty right now was for us
to begin spending the $273 million for construction and breaking ground for a missile de-
fense command center at Fort Greely, Alaska in late April or early May. You can imagine
the weather conditions for construction up there and we only have three to four months of
spring thaw to begin this massive effort. Secondly, we have some multiple test launches
planned in 2002 and the treaty does not allow many of these tests. You may know that after
the 13 November 2001 summit in Crawford, Texas, it appeared the Russians were inclined
to allow us to conduct some antimissile tests despite the treaty restrictions. But the Russians
wanted the right to approve each and every test of the system. Do you have any idea how
long that approval process would have taken? We just could not live with those constraints
and were concerned that the Russians would have us curtail, or maybe even terminate our

developmental tests thereby significantly slowing down our progress.

“Our latest test occurred on 3 December 2001, was the second successful intercept of a
dummy warhead for a ground-based system. We know the importance of each of these tests
to our program and soon we plan on using sea-based and air-based platforms for inter-
cept.3 !'Senator Ted Stevens (R-Alaska), made comment that the successful test on 3 Decem-
ber increased our confidence in the missile defense system and underscores the importance
of the $8.3 billion for such programs.*? Defense contractors from Boeing, Lockheed Mar-
tin, TRW, Raytheon, General Dynamics and Northrop Grumman. They have sent numer-
ous white papers to Congress explaining that this is an engineering issue, that we are
getting our arms around it. If the ABM Treaty had not been abrogated, we would seriously

jeopardize the deployment of our missile defense system.”

Gonzo pulled out a press release dated 4 December 2001 and said to Jim, “According to
this article from the Council for a Livable World, I see the test conducted on 3 December re-
sulted in a successful intercept but this press release says to remain cautious because the
conditions for the test were not realistic. The fact is that this test does not show that

hit-to-kill technology works in the real world today.”*

Gonzo asked Jim, “Is it not true that when we know such things as when the target missile
is launched, where it is coming from, and where it is going to, we should be able to intercept

each time? How feasible is this technology?”

Jim went on to explain, “ Well, Lieutenant General Kadall, director of BMDO, has said

these are tests where we continue to learn and not tests to be judged as pass-fail.”**
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Jim continued, “You are correct that we have many technological challenges, but we, in

BMDO, believe we are progressing well. Now that we have pulled out of the treaty, we need

to press forward with good test results and deploy a missile defense system.”

Gonzo thanked Jim for his time.

Gonzo certainly collected a lot of information and now needed to sort out and put on pa-

per his rationale for why the president announced on 13 December 2001 to abrogate the

ABM Treaty. It was time to start putting pen to paper for Colonel Connell’s tasker.

1972

1983

1991

1972 ABM TREATY CHRONOLOGY

ABM Treaty signed

United States and Soviet Union had
thousands of nuclear weapons and each
feared retaliation of a launch would result
in the destruction of the other’s country
(the doctrine of Mutual Assured Destruc-
tion (MAD)). This rationale was clearly
reflected in the ratification surrounding
the ABM Treaty and the language of Ar-
ticle I of the Treaty was explicit, commit-
ting each side “not to deploy ABM
systems for a defense of its territory.”

President Reagan announces the Strate-

gic Defense Initiative (SDI)

Proposes a long-term goal for develop-
ment of a national missile defense to ren-
der “nuclear weapons impotent and
obsolete.” Saw ABM Treaty as an obsta-
cle to effective missile defenses because it
inhibited research, development, testing,

and deployment.

Bush administration announces to de-
ploy GPALS—Global Protection Against
Limited Strikes

End of Cold War and demise of Soviet
Union brought in new era in security
policy. Sought renegotiation of the
ABM Treaty on both sensors and the
right to deploy additional ABM inter-
ceptor missiles beyond the one site al-
lowed by the Treaty.

1993

1997

1999

2001

Clinton administration reversed course
on NMD and the renegotiation of the
ABM Treaty.

National missile defense programs were
downgraded in priority, and funding was
significantly reduced. The ABM Treaty
was seen as “the heart of its arms control

policy”.

Congress established a bipartisan commis-

sion to assess the emerging missile threat.

Headed by Donald Rumsfeld, the Com-
mission estimated that countries such as
North Korea and Iran could threaten the
United States within five years after de-
ciding to acquire long-range ballistic
missiles.

National Missile Defense Act

“It is the policy of the United States to
deploy as soon as is technologically possi-
ble an effective National Missile Defense
capable of defending the territory of the
United States against limited ballistic
missile attack (whether accidental, unau-
thorized, or deliberate) with funding sub-
ject to the annual authorization of
appropriations and the annual appropri-
ation of funds for National Missile

Defense.”

George W. Bush abrogates ABM Treaty
on 13 December 2001.
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Panama—The Enduring Crisis 1985-1989
RONALD E. RATCLIFF

Prologue

n 20 December 1989, the United States launched its largest military operation
since the Vietham War against Panama. Operation Just Cause employed over
twenty-six thousand servicemen, including the largest parachute drop since
WWII, to depose and capture Panama’s military dictator, Manuel Antonio
Noriega and to restore a democratic government to the country.! In his address to the
American people the next day, President George Bush stated the reasons for the invasion
were: “to safeguard the lives of Americans, to defend democracy in Panama, to combat drug
trafficking and to protect the integrity of the Panama Canal treaty.”* While the operation
was generally a success, a greater question arises. Why did the United States find it neces-
sary to employ overwhelming military force to remove the leader of a sovereign country that

was ostensibly one of America’s strongest allies in Central America?
1968 - 1984: NORIEGA, THE NECESSARY EVIL

Noriega was the product of a military junta led by General Omar Torrijos that overthrew
the Panamanian government in 1968. He was instrumental in helping Torrijos survive his
own coup in 1969. His loyalty was rewarded and he eventually rose to command of the Pan-
amanian military forces in 1983. Shortly after assuming command, he illegally influenced
the 1984 national elections in a move to strengthen the military’s influence over the Pana-
manian government. He engineered the election of President Nicolas Barletta, the mili-
tary’s candidate and one who was considered personally loyal and subservient to Noriega.
Some observers believe that the United States turned a blind eye to Noriega’s election fraud
because it put in place a government that was considered sympathetic to American inter-
ests.” While Panama had an elected government, real power rested in the hands of the mili-

tary, and Noriega was the man in charge.

Noriegawas long known to the U.S. government as an unsavory character whose excesses
included drug trafficking, money laundering, and murder. However, the United States ig-
nored his transgressions in order to secure national interests considered more vital than po-
licing his corrupt practices in Panama. American foreign policy was focused instead on two
strategic threats emanating from the region: Communist inspired insurgencies against U.S.
backed governments in Central America and drug trafficking that was causing serious do-

mestic concern.
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During the 1980’s, Nicaragua and Communist encroachment dominated U.S. regional
focus. Although secondary to those interests, the United States recognized it also had criti-
cal security interests in Panama, including: access to U.S. bases and facilities in Panama, im-
plementation of the Panama Canal treaties, support for the Contras (anti-Communist
military forces) operating in Nicaragua and El Salvador, and continued operation of intelli-
gence gathering facilities targeted against Cuba and other Latin American countries.*
Noriega was considered an essential asset in securing those interests. He was used by several
U.S. agencies including the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), the Defense Intelligence
Agency (DIA) and later by the Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA) to further American interests.?

1985 - 1987: YEARS OF LIVING DANGEROUSLY

Serious problems with Noriega began for the United States in 1985 when a well re-
spected political opponent of Noriega, Dr. Hugh Spadafora, was brutally tortured and
murdered by the Panamanian Defense Force (PDF). Spadafora had made credible and ex-
tensive accusations that had drawn significant international attention to Noriega’s involve-
ment in drug trafficking and other illegal activity. Spadafora was well known and highly
regarded by most Panamanians. When his death was discovered, Panamanian outrage was
immediate and extensive. With the public’s outcry too loud to ignore, Panama’s President
Barletta called for Noriega to step aside as the PDF commander while the crime was investi-
gated. Noriega responded by forcing Barletta to resign, repressing all attempts to investi-

gate or report the crime, and installing a more reliable puppet as president.

The murder of a popular anti-Noriega figure and the ousting of an elected president
elicited significant press coverage of Noriega for the first time in America. The U.S. media
portrayed Noriega as a corrupt dictator who was sending drugs into America, protecting
drug cartel leaders, supporting terrorists, laundering illicit drug profits, and brutally sup-
pressing democracy in his homeland. These accusations led to congressional hearings
where the administration, and the DEA in particular, were forced to defend its continued,
albeit reluctant, support of Noriega citing greater American security interests in the region.’

Senator Jesse Helms, an arch conservative who had resisted the return of the canal to
Panama, was especially critical of the administration’s support of Noriega. He felt strongly
that Noriega was too corrupt to be entrusted with the Panama Canal.” As a member of the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Helms tried to build support for a harder look at
Noriega, but his stance against relinquishing control of the canal left him with little or no
support for his position against Noriega. The administration’s point man on Central Amer-
ica, Assistant Secretary of State Elliot Abrams, was also able to blunt much of the criticism by
emphasizing the benefits of continued American support of Noriega. Senator Helms found
little public interest in Panama and, lacking congressional support for his anti-Noriega po-
sition, U.S. criticism of Noriega quickly died away.®

The press, however, did begin to take greater interest in Noriega and his involvement in
drug trafficking in 1986. The New York Times ran an investigative series detailing his exten-

sive connections to drug traffickers and to the CIA. These accusations struck a resonant
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note in an America starting to come to grips with its serious and growing drug problems.
The New York Times revelations precipitated further coverage by other news agencies which
began to raise American public sentiment against Noriega.” Those concerns were further
heightened in early 1987 when Noriega’s second in command, Colonel Diaz Herrera, went
public with numerous charges of corruption against Noriega. Herrara was motivated by
Noriega’s refusal to step down in 1986 and pass the reins of the PDF on to him as previously
agreed. His charges led to large public demonstrations as Panamanians took to the streets
to vent their anger against Noriega and his reign of PDF brutality and corruption. As calls
for Noriega’s removal continued into the spring of 1987, he struck out against his opposi-
tion by brutally crushing demonstrations using special riot police and declaring a state of

emergency that precluded further public demonstrations.!’

As the Panamanian situation grew worse, command of the U.S. Southern Command
(SOUTHCOM) changed in June 1987. SOUTHCOM, whose headquarters was inside Pan-
ama, was responsible for all military matters that affected Panama. General Frederick F.
Woerner, Jr., the incoming commander, had extensive experience in Latin America, was
fluent in Spanish, knew Noriega, and understood the issues that afflicted Panama. In his re-
marks upon assuming command of SOUTHCOM, he made it clear that Noriega needed to
return governance of Panama back to civilian control. Noriega was incensed by General
Woerner’s remarks and responded by stepping up the harassment of U.S. servicemen and
women in Panama. It did not take Woerner long to realize that Noriega would never step
aside of his own will and that force likely would be necessary. He directed his staff to begin

planning for a U.S. military intervention."!

The U.S. Congress also had become energized about Panama by mid-1987 as their
Iran-Contra hearings revealed details of illicit U.S. activity in Panama. It learned that mem-
bers of the National Security Council (Admiral Poindexter and Lieutenant Colonel North)
had used Noriega to circumvent congressional restrictions on aid to Nicaraguan Contras
imposed in 1983. Noriega had been used to help the administration purchase and deliver
arms to the Contras using drug profits from various schemes including transport and sale of
cocaine from Panama into the United States.'? These revelations, and continued negative
press about Noriega himself, forced a review of U.S. policy in Panama, and led the Senate to
pass overwhelmingly a resolution calling on Noriega and his senior advisors to step down
immediately. Noriega angrily reacted by accusing the United States of interfering in Pan-
ama’s internal affairs and instigated mob attacks on U.S. installations and the U.S. embassy
itself. Noriega stepped up his brutal crackdown on domestic demonstrations and sus-
pended the free press.!® The United States responded by suspending all military aid to Pan-
ama and curtailing all contact between the U.S. military and the PDF. Significantly, the CIA

cut its ties with Noriega, severing a relationship that had lasted over twenty years.'*

By this time, the Reagan administration had reached the conclusion that Noriega had to
be removed. There was, however, no consensus about how to achieve that goal. President
Ronald Reagan was known for his reluctance to resolve policy disputes among his senior ad-

visors and the means and manner of Noriega’s removal were no exception. The State
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Department, led by Elliot Abrams, and the NSC staft wanted Noriega out immediately and
were prepared to use strong diplomatic pressure to force Noriega into a corner while sup-
porting a coup from within the ranks of the PDF to depose him.!? The Department of De-
fense and the CIA did not support a rapid overthrow of Noriega. They did not see a capable
replacement that could keep the PDF in check and hold the country together while a demo-
cratic leader could be elected. They also feared that Noriega would react violently to any
hard push to remove him, which endangered approximately fifty thousand Americans liv-
ing in Panama.'% In the DoD’s and CIA’s view, while Noriega had his drawbacks, there were
no real alternatives to him. They felt any U.S. action should wait for the Panamanians to

take serious steps to oust Noriega.

In 1987, the American media was not forcing the administration’s hand on Noriega ei-
ther. It was focused on the Iran-Contra hearings and the roles that senior administration of-

ficials had played in that situation.

Absent any clear consensus among his senior advisors, President Reagan was persuaded
to attempt to cajole Noriega to step down. Those efforts proved unsuccessful due to a lack of
a clear and strong message to Noriega that he had to go. During late 1987 and early 1988,
no fewer than three senior emissaries were sent, but each communicated a slightly different
spin on when, or even if, he had to leave. As a result, Noriega gained the impression that
there was no consensus within the administration that he had to leave.!” Absent forceful

U.S. intervention, Noriega saw no compelling reason to abandon his lucrative situation.
1988: RUNNING OUT OF OPTIONS

In February 1988, the Reagan administration’s predicament with Noriega grew even
worse, when the U.S. Justice Department indicted Noriega in Florida for drug trafficking
and money laundering. Those indictments linked him directly with the drug cartels that
were smuggling cocaine into the United States. They were also a distinct source of embar-
rassment to the U.S. government and the Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA), which consid-
ered Noriega to be one of its best assets in its war on drugs. Noriega had always complied
with DEA requests, and nurtured an appearance that he was a strong advocate of America’s

war on drugs, but it was clear that he had used that cooperation to his personal advantage.'®

To the even greater embarrassment of the administration, however, was the total lack of
coordination between the Department of Justice, the Department of State, and the adminis-
tration on the issuance of the indictments. The Justice Department has a culture of operat-
ing independently and staying clear of political considerations in the pursuit of bringing
criminals to justice. As a result, neither President Reagan nor Secretary of State George
Shultz were advised in advance that the leader of a sovereign nation was to be indicted on
charges of drug trafficking.'? The Florida indictments, coupled with the administration’s
failed attempts to get Noriega to step aside voluntarily, made it clear that more forceful ac-
tion was now required to remove Noriega. Matters were only made worse when polls re-

vealed Reagan’s declining approval figures, showing that less than thirty percent approved
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of his handling of the Panama situation in July 1988.2° Something needed to be done, but

once again, the administration was split on how to accomplish that goal.

The Department of State became the earliest proponent of using military force to re-
move Noriega from power in Panama. Elliot Abrams, the assistant secretary of state for
inter-American affairs, largely shaped that policy. Abrams was a personal favorite of Secre-
tary of State George Shultz, but his abrasive and arrogant manner caused him to be disliked
by most other senior presidential advisors. Shultz, however, was content to let Abrams set
State Department policy towards Panama and Central America, since his attention was fo-

cused on more pressing problems in the Soviet Union and the Middle East.?!

Abrams attention to Panama came late. His initial focus in Central America had been
squarely on Nicaragua and its Communist inspired Sandinista government that had taken
power in 1979. Many felt that Abrams had been obsessed with the overthrow of the
Sandinista government. When illegal U.S. operations there were exposed and stopped as a
result of the Iran-Contra scandal, his personal role came under severe criticism. His reputa-
tion and credibility with the Congress were badly damaged by his lack of veracity during tes-
timony before them about the administration’s support of the Contras.?? Critics charged
that his focus on Panama and Noriega was an attempt to rebuild his standing with the Con-
gress and others.?® As Noriega demonstrated obstinate resiliency in staying in power,
Abrams became convinced that U.S. military power was the best, perhaps the only, instru-
ment to push the troublesome Noriega aside. He convinced Secretary Shultz that military

intervention was the best course of action.

The chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS), Admiral William Crowe, solidly op-
posed Abrams and Shultz in the use of military force in Panama. His reasons were

compelling.

* Military action staged from U.S. bases inside Panama to remove the ruling regime
would jeopardize the U.S. basing rights in other countries where the United States
had sensitive issues with the host.

* Fifty thousand Americans lived in Panama, and all would be at risk to Noriega if the
United States started military action.

* Use of military force against Panama would reinforce the perception of “Yanqui”
abuse of power at a time when Communist ideologues were making strong inroads

into the region.**

Among the stronger reasons for Crowe’s reluctance was the fact that Noriega permitted
the U.S. military to use its bases in Panama to spy on neighboring countries, and to train
other regional military forces, all in direct violation of the Canal treaties. Another leader

may not be so passive in permitting such operations.20

When the State Department and Abrams proposed any form of military action, Crowe
and the JCS countered with details of the costs, risks, and obstacles inherent in such action.

One telling example was the questionable defense estimate that evacuation of noncombatants
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from Panama preparatory to U.S. military action would cost of over $100 million and take
at least seven months to complete. Crowe’s position was further strengthened by the ele-
vation of the chairman’s role under the 1986 Goldwater-Nichols DoD Reorganization Act.
He was now the principal military adviser to the president and no longer had to build a con-
sensus for his personal opinions from among the other service chiefs or the secretary of de-
fense. Crowe held strong reservations about getting involved militarily in Panama and
regularly clashed with Abrams. He purportedly considered him “a dangerous man pursu-

»26

ing perilous policy . . . an ideologue out of control.”*® Abrams, for his part, considered

Crowe’s reluctance to use military force as “ill-guided, post-Vietnam military caution.”%’

The Reagan administration remained split over employing a military option throughout
1988 to resolve the Panamanian problem. State, led by Elliot Abrams, argued for at least a
limited use of force to capture Noriega and bring him to justice in the United States. De-
fense, however, pointed out practical problems of such an operations and raised the issue
that the PDF might respond by taking American hostages to recover Noriega.?® The CIA
was also reluctant to support any military operation against Noriega having just endured
the fallout of its dealings in the Iran-Contra scandal. Its new director had little interest in or
knowledge of Panama and wasn’t interested in getting involved in any potentially contro-
versial action that would bring further discredit or attention to the agency.?” President Rea-
gan’s national security advisor, Frank Carlucci, who had replaced the disgraced Admiral
Poindexter, also opposed State’s desire to use military force in Panama. The Tower Com-
mission investigation of the Iran-Contra affair had just reported its findings and had se-
verely chastised the National Security Council for violating normal national security
decision making processes. As a result, Carlucci was not willing to support another military
adventure in Central America.? When General Colin Powell replaced Carlucci, who moved
across the Potomac to become the secretary of defense, the Pentagon was effectively in a po-

sition to block any presidential support for military action throughout 1988.

Any desire by Washington to take strong action against Noriega was mitigated by the
presidential elections of 1988. The Republican administration needed to put a lid on Pan-
ama so that it did not become an issue that could be used by the Democrats against Vice
President Bush. Although the military option was ruled out, President Reagan recognized
that he had to take some action against Noriega. As a consequence, economic sanctions

were authorized against Panama.

Panama was highly susceptible to U.S. economic pressure. Its economy was closely tied to
the U.S. economy and it used the American dollar as its currency. Unable to win support for
military action, the State Department argued for invoking the International Emergency
Economic Powers Act (IEEPA) in order to economically isolate Panama. By blocking the
transfer of funds into and out of the country, the United States could deny Noriega the
money he needed to pay his military and civil servants, the last vestiges of his support. With-
out that support, the theory went, Noriega would be forced to leave by the Panamanians

themselves.
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The administration was sharply divided over the use of stringent economic sanctions.
Secretary of the Treasury James Baker was adamantly opposed to employing economic
sanctions in Panama. He described the use of the IEEPA as “using an atomic bomb to kill a
fly.” Baker was further influenced by his concerns for the numerous American banks and
businesses that operated in Panama and which would bear the brunt of the sanctions. Even
Secretary of State Shultz personally doubted the effectiveness of economic sanctions charac-
terizing them as difficult to enforce and rarely effective. Those Panamanians who opposed
Noriega were also reluctant to embrace economic sanctions, noting Noriega and his associ-
ates got most of their money illegally and weren’t dependent on the local economy.?! Secre-
tary of Defense Carlucci argued that IEEPA would only serve to stiffen Noriega’s resolve to
remain in power. He was joined by General Powell and White House Chief of Staff Howard
Baker, both of whom argued for less drastic measures.*?

Despite the many reservations voiced, President Reagan forged ahead with sanctions,
but permitted a modified plan to be implemented. Sanctions were initially delayed as the
bureaucracy struggled with the many practical problems of implementing a complete eco-
nomic sanction of Panama. First, there was the issue of how to pay several thousand Ameri-
can and Panamanian employees of the Panama Canal. To stop paying them would risk
shutting down the canal. Further, there were numerous American government offices and
facilities (the embassy and SOUTHCOM to name two) that had to pay utility bills or be shut-
down. And finally, as Baker had feared, numerous American businesses and banks lobbied
hard for exceptions to avoid the huge expected losses that would be felt by the banks if
full-blown economic sanctions were put in place. In the end, the sanctions were delayed for
over two months and not fully employed as the bureaucracy waded through numerous re-
quests for exceptions. The net result was that the sanctions had much less effect than they
might have had.*

As the last days of the Reagan administration drew to a close, it was determined that the
United States needed to wait for a Panamanian solution such as a popular uprising like the
one which had forced Marcos from power in the Philippines or a coup d’état. Some held out

hope that the 1989 Panamanian elections would force Noriega from power.**

1989: BAD GETS WORSE

In 1989, after George Bush’s election as president, CINCSOUTH was summoned to
Washington to testify before the House Appropriations Committee regarding the defense
budget. General Woerner had grown increasingly frustrated as he was forced to sit back and
avoid confrontation with Noriega at all costs. The PDF had grown increasingly brazen as it
illegally detained U.S. servicemen, physically assaulted others, stopped mail deliveries, and
stole U.S. material including diplomatic dispatches. During nine months in 1988, over one
thousand incidents of harassment by Panamanian forces against Americans were docu-
mented.* The decision to go slowly with Noriega had exacted a heavy toll on the morale of
U.S. troops in Panama. While adhering to the administration’s desires, General Woerner
became the target of their frustrations and SOUTHCOM became known “WIMPCOM.”?
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During his testimony before the House, and in a subsequent visit to Washington,
Woerner publicly aired his concerns and frustrations regarding the lack of a clear and com-
prehensive U.S. policy in Panama. Woerner had never served in Washington and his candor
showed his political naiveté. His criticisms were widely reported and provoked a strong re-
sponse by President Bush who admonished Admiral Crowe for Woerner’s remarks.*” De-
spite his first-hand knowledge of how bad the situation was in Panama, his remarks won him

little support in Washington and numbered his days in Panama.

As matters continued to deteriorate in Panama, the Bush administration, like its prede-
cessor, continued to look for a nonmilitary way to depose Noriega. The last viable option
was to use the May 1989 Panamanian presidential elections. The United States funneled ten
million dollars to the opposition party in an effort to install a democratic government that
would throw Noriega out of his position as PDF commander.?® Despite significant U.S. as-
sistance to opposition parties and the presence of distinguished election observers (includ-
ing several from the United States), those hopes disappeared when Noriega seized ballot
boxes and manipulated the returns to give victory to his candidate. The press immediately
reported the widespread fraud to the waiting world. Noriega attempted to prevent former
President Jimmy Carter, the leading U.S. election observer, from conducting a press con-
ference to raise his objections to the handling of the election. Outraged Panamanians took
to the streets, but they were brutally repressed by the PDF and Noriega’s paramilitary Dig-
nity Battalions. When the opposition candidates dared lead demonstrations in protest, they

were beaten and arrested in front of the international media.*’

These last acts removed all doubt in the Bush administration’s mind that it could find a
peaceful solution to the Noriega problem. President Bush recalled the American ambassa-
dor to Panama, reduced embassy staft, ordered an evacuation of American dependents, and
placed the remainder inside secure American compounds. Further, he announced that the
United States would enforce its rights under its treaties with Panama including the free and
unfettered movement of U.S. troops through Panamanian territory, and sent a brigade-sized

force to augment U.S. troops in Panama.*

The Organization of American States (OAS) was drawn into the conflict as it watched
events in Panama and Noriega’s handling of the presidential elections. It had conflicting in-
terests at stake - its desire to let Panama handle its own internal affairs juxtaposed with its
duty to support free elections and the democratic process which Noriega had just trampled.
Yet any intervention in Panama risked intervention in the future elections of other coun-
tries in the region. OAS was not prepared to censure Noriega, but it sent a delegation to

Panama try to mediate a peaceful transfer of power from Noriega.

Between June and September 1989, Noriega received various OAS delegations, but as
time passed it became clear that he no intention of stepping down.*! The reasons for
Noriega’s refusal to step aside, which escaped OAS and U.S. government officials at the
time, were quite simple. He could not relinquish power without signing his own death war-
rant. His intimate knowledge of drug cartel operations, coupled with a long list of enemies

made through a lifetime of crime, made him far too dangerous to be left alive.*?
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The United States and Panama embarked on a war of words and nerves between the May
1989 elections and October 1989. On 3 October 1989, that tension was wound even tighter
by a coup attempt led by a small group of officers in Noriega’s inner circle. Despite U.S.
hopes that a coup d’état would occur, the United States was caught woefully off-guard and
poorly prepared to help the plotters. The plotting officers’ request for U.S. support, which
was minimal, came at a most inopportune time for the United States. General Maxwell
Thurman had just taken command of SOUTHCOM three days earlier. He immediately
feared that the coup was a Noriega hoax designed to embarrass him and humiliate the
United States.*® Not only was Thurman brand new, so too was chairman of the JCS. On the
same day he assumed his duties, General Colin Powell was advised of the coup that was to

take place the next day.

Information about the coup and its leaders was sketchy at best. The CIA and DIA had lit-
tle reliable intelligence about the plotters or their likelihood of success. The situation was
made even more confusing when the plotters delayed their coup by one day. As a result, de-
spite the plotters’ capture of Noriega, the United States failed to provide the minimal assis-
tance required by the plotters to prevent Noriega’s faithful soldiers from rescuing him. As
the coup attempt unfolded, American support was largely paralyzed. Conflicting informa-
tion flowed to the administration from SOUTHCOM and other intelligences sources re-
garding the status of coup. General Thurman was unable provide any clarity to the situation
because he had largely purged the experienced and knowledgeable staff officers who had

served under General Woerner.**

Thus, during the most critical hours of the coup, American soldiers in Panama waited for
guidance from Washington about what assistance they were to render to the coup. Yet,
Washington was paralyzed by insufficient, and, oftentimes, conflicting information from
the scene, which was necessary to form a decision.* As a result, Noriega narrowly survived
the coup and exacted immediate vengeance on the plotting officers, who were tortured and

executed for their efforts.

Congressional and media criticism of the administration and the military was swift in
coming. Numerous government leaks from both the State and Defense Departments re-
vealed the magnitude of the U.S. failure to help the Panamanians get rid of Noriega. Con-
gressional and media criticism was so extensive and detailed that the administration
ordered its agency heads to stop all leaks and implicit criticism immediately.*® The Senate
Intelligence Committee criticized the administration for “talking loudly and carrying a
small stick.” The national security advisor, who was the target of much of the criticism, re-
sponded by accusing the Congress of withholding the president’s stick.*” Senator Jesse
Helms, who had sounded the alarm about Noriega a couple of years before, revealed em-
barrassing details to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee of the U.S. failure to support

the coup d’état and described the administration as a bunch of “Keystone Cops.”*®

While the administration scrambled to deflect attention away from its failings, it recog-

nized that the criticism was richly deserved. It took immediate steps to determine how and
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why it had performed so poorly and to prepare for the next opportunity to get rid of

Noriega, once and for all. President Bush irritably declared, “Amateur hour is over.”#

DECEMBER 1989: END GAME

For his part, Noriega was not content to let America’s embarrassment go unnoticed and
continued his provocations against American personnel in Panama. To add insult to injury,
on 15 December 1989, the Panamanian National Assembly appointed Noriega “Maximum
Leader” and head of the Panamanian government. It further declared that a state of war ex-
isted between Panama and the United States.’® The next day, PDF soldiers fired on an
American vehicle and killed a Marine Corps lieutenant. A U.S. Navy lieutenant and his wife
observed the shooting and were arrested. The lieutenant was severely beaten and his wife

was physically abused and threatened.’!

On Sunday, 17 December, Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney and the chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Powell, briefed the president and his closest advisors on the
situation in Panama and the continuing risk to American lives, as evidenced by the death of
the U.S. Marine Corps lieutenant. President Bush was particularly disturbed by the treat-
ment of the Navy lieutenant and his wife.5? After a review of the events, General Powell
made his recommendation. The time had come to use military force to remove Noriega

from power and a large-scale operation was needed to do it.

President Bush inquired about the need for large forces. Powell responded that over-
whelming force was necessary to reduce the risk to those involved. A smaller operation only
reduced the chances of success without reducing the risk to U.S. forces involved. Secretary
of State James Baker, the former secretary of the Treasury Department in the Reagan ad-
ministration, who had opposed economic sanctions, voiced State’s support for the opera-
tion. He argued military force was needed to destroy the PDF so that a truly democratic

civilian government could be installed.

Discussion continued for approximately two hours. Finally President Bush observed,

“This guy is not going to lay off. It will only get worse.” He turned to General Powell and

said, “Okay, let’s go.”53
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15 Dec 1989 Noriega declares himself “Maxi- 17 Dec 1989 President Bush authorizes Opera-
mum Leader” and declares a state tion Just Cause to remove Noriega
of war exists with the United from power and to destroy the
States. PDF.

15 Dec 1989 PDF forces kill a U.S. Marine 20 Dec 1989 Operation Just Cause commences.
Corps lieutenant at a PDF road- Noriega escapes capture and
block and then arrest and assault a eludes U.S. forces.

U.S. Navy lieutenant and his wife )
) 3 Jan 1990 Noriega surrenders to U.S. forces.
who witnessed the attack.



Rateliff 89

The invasion of Panama received much domestic and international criticism. One day af-
ter the invasion, the Organization of American States (OAS) voted overwhelmingly to cen-
sure the United States, stating that it “deeply deplored” the U.S. invasion. It marked the
first time in the forty-two year history of the OAS that it formally rebuked the United
States.?® The Soviet Union and the People’s Republic of China introduced a resolution be-
fore the U.N. Security Council two days later condemning the United States. It was vetoed
by the United States, but a similar resolution was passed a week later by the U.N. General
Assembly by a wide margin. While there was criticism in the American press, the media was

generally supportive.’

Inside Panama, there was widespread support for the American invasion. Two weeks af-
ter the United States invaded Panama, a CBS opinion poll showed over ninety percent of
the country supported the invasion.’® Subsequent polling data gathered between 1991 and
1994 showed a decrease in support for the invasion to between 67 and 55 percent, but

nearly three-quarters of those polled still supported Noriega’s ouster.’”
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Madeleine’s War: Operation Allied Force
DAVID T. BUCKWALTER

Secretary Albright, thank you for being able to redeem the lessons of your life story by standing wp for
the freedom of the people in the Balkans.

—President William J. Clinton'

he president’s words were included in a T7me magazine article entitled “Madeleine’s
War.” In the same article, Ms. Albright was asked about the reference to the conflict
as “her war.” She replied: “Well, I don’t think it’s solely mine. But I feel that we did
the right thing, and I am proud of the role I played in it.”? Certainly others were
important on the road to Operation Allied Force, but the secretary’s role is a good place to

start.

Born Madeleine Korbel to Jewish parents in Czechoslovakia in 1937, Ms. Albright would
make two escapes from totalitarian dictators before her twelfth birthday. In March 1939,
her father, Josef, took the family to London to ride out World War 1.3 The war left deep im-
pressions on Albright, and Hitler’s annexation of Czechoslovakia was a seminal event in her
family’s life. She would later say: “My mindset was Munich [referring to Neville Chamber-
lain’s 1938 appeasement of Hitler]; most of my generation’s was Vietnam.”* During a 1998
foreign ministers’ conference on Kosovo, an aide suggested that the United States could
probably accept “softer” language being proposed for a communiqué to Slobodan

Milosevic. Her retort was: “Where do you think we are, Munich?”?

Josef Korbel and family returned to Czechoslovakia after World War II, and he was
posted to Belgrade as the Czech ambassador from 1945-48. With the fall of Czechoslovakia
to a Communist coup, the family traveled to New York in November 1948, and were subse-
quently granted asylum in the United States.® They settled in Denver, where Josef would ul-
timately become the Dean of the Graduate School of International Studies at the University

of Denver.

Ms. Albright attended Wellesley College in Massachusetts, graduating with honors in po-
litical science in 1959. Three days after graduation, she married Joseph Albright, a wealthy
member of a newspaper dynasty. In 1961, Joseph took a job with a paper in Long Island,
Newsday, and between 1961 and 1967, Ms. Albright gave birth to three daughters, including
a set of twins. She also enrolled in a graduate studies program at Columbia University,
where one of her professors was Zbigniew Brzezinski, who would later serve as President
Carter’s National Security Advisor (NSA). Ms. Albright earned a master’s degree in 1968

and began studies for her doctoral dissertation on the role of the press in the 1968 “Prague
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Spring” uprising. Later that year, Joseph was promoted to Washington bureau chief for
Newsday, and the family moved to D.C.7

In Washington, Ms. Albright accepted the task of organizing a fund raising dinner for
Senator Edmund Muskie’s unsuccessful 1972 presidential bid. By 1976, she had completed
her Ph.D. from Columbia and had been hired as Muskie’s chief legislative assistant. Muskie
was a member of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, and thus, Ms. Albright spent a
substantial amount of her time dealing with foreign affairs. In 1978, she moved to the
Brzezinski National Security Council (NSC) staff, serving as a congressional liaison focusing
on foreign policy legislation.® In 1983, Joseph and Madeleine were divorced, but a gener-

ous settlement left Ms. Albright comfortably ensconced in the nation’s capital.’

During the Reagan/Bush years, Ms. Albright ran the Women in Foreign Service Program
at Georgetown University, garnering four “teacher of the year” awards, a record for
Georgetown. During those same years, she began hosting dinners in her Georgetown home
for some of the leading Democratic politicians, including Bill Clinton, then governor of Ar-
kansas.'? In 1989, Albright sponsored Clinton’s application for membership to the Council
of Foreign Relations. In 1989, she was named president of a liberal Democratic think tank,
the Center for National Policy, becoming a frequent talk show guest and Republican admin-
istration critic. She opposed the Gulf War, arguing that President Bush had unwisely “per-
sonalized” the conflict with Saddam, and Albright was quoted as stating: “All problems can’t

be solved by bombing the bejesus out of some small country.”!!

During the summer of 1992, she worked with Warren Christopher, Anthony Lake, and
Samuel Berger in developing foreign policy position papers for the campaign.'? She also
served on a commission sponsored by the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace to
suggest directions for United States foreign policy in the post-Cold War world. Ms.
Albright’s fellow participants in the project included many prominent Democrats who
would later serve in the Clinton administration, including Henry Cisneros, John Deutsch,
Richard Holbrooke, Alice Rivlin, David Gergen, and Admiral William Crowe.'® The com-
mission report, Changing Our Ways: America and the New World, suggested, among other
things, that United States policy should seek to: “ . . .establish a new principle of interna-
tional relations: The destruction or displacement of groups of peoples within states can jus-
tify international intervention. The United States should strengthen the collective
machinery to carry out humanitarian actions.”'* The general thrust of the commission re-
port seems, in retrospect, to read much like the first Clinton National Security Strategy of “En-
gagement and Enlargement.” In the summer of 1992, candidate Clinton also seemed to
echo elements of the report, calling for more forceful action in Bosnia, including possible

use of force.!”

It was no surprise that Madeleine Albright obtained a high-level appointment in the
Clinton administration. Appointing Albright as U.S. Permanent Representative to the
U.N., President Clinton restored that position to cabinet rank with a seat on the NSC, and
Albright attended most Principals’ Committee meetings of the NSC.!'® Veteran political cor-

respondent for The Washington Post, Mary McGrory, praised her as “an intellectual . . . with a
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heart” and asserted: “She is precisely the kind of woman everyone wished could have been

in the room when the men were making their disastrous decisions about Vietnam.” 17

Ms. Albright soon established a reputation as one of the new administration’s most
“hawkish” members. An advocate of what she then termed “assertive multilateralism,” she
reportedly confronted then-Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) Chairman Powell with the question:
“What’s the point of having this superb military you're always talking about if we can’t use
it?”!8 As early as April 1993, she sent a memorandum to the White House urging air strikes
to protect Muslims in Bosnia, and she argued strongly to stay the course in Somalia as vio-
lence mounted in August 1993.'Y The October 1993 debacle in Somalia apparently did not
diminish her enthusiasm for a muscular United States foreign policy. Shortly after the
deaths of the Rangers in Mogadishu, she remained an advocate for a forceful response in
Haiti after the USS Harlan County had been prevented from docking in Port-au-Prince.?
Ms. Albright claimed that she had also argued strongly for a more forceful role in Rwanda.
Years later, she told Sunday talk show host Cokie Roberts: “I followed instructions because I
was an ambassador, but I screamed about the instructions that I got on this.”?! Ironically,
her Rwanda position seemed to have been closer to the “right answer” in retrospect and

may have enhanced her standing in the administration.

When Polish-born General Shalikashvili became the JCS chairman in late October 1993,
Czech-born Albright found a much more congenial colleague than Colin Powell, by virtue
of both heritage and philosophy. Albright developed a close relationship with the chairman
during her time at the U.N..?? The new chairman was also more flexible than Powell on use
of force issues, and one pundit would later claim that the U.N. ambassador and chairman:

“pushed the administration away from the doctrine of the former chairman . . . Powell.”??

Another Albright ally came more by virtue of philosophy than personal congeniality.
Richard Holbrooke was a natural Albright ally on both NATO enlargement and Bosnia.
Holbrooke acted as the “enforcer” to shepherd NATO expansion through the bureaucracy,
and he was also aligned with Albright’s position for more forceful United States action in

Bosnia. 2*

Despite parallel views, two dynamics served to distance Albright and Holbrooke. One
source of friction between Albright and Holbrooke was reportedly Holbrooke’s obvious
“self-aggrandizement.” Former press spokesman Mike McCurry relates: “It was amazing to
behold how relentlessly self promotional Holbrooke was.”?® Another, perhaps more severe,
source of conflict was that Albright and Holbrooke found themselves in competition for the
same jobs. In the first Clinton administration, Holbrooke was reportedly bitterly disap-
pointed with netting only an ambassadorship. After the 1996 election, Holbrooke was on
the “short list” for secretary of state and favored by Vice President Gore and Deputy Secre-
tary of State Strobe Talbott. Madeleine Albright ultimately obtained that prize after several
women’s groups lobbied Gore, noting that it was women who had delivered the election to

the Clinton/Gore team.?%
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No one can be sure exactly why President Clinton decided to nominate Albright as secre-
tary of state. Certainly the legacy of appointing the highest-ranking woman to have ever
served in the government must have been attractive, and it was reported that Madeleine was
the favorite of the president’s wife, Hillary. A Clinton confidant told reporters, however,
that the “chemistry” of the 1996 National Security Team (Albright, Cohen, Berger) was part
of the rationale for Albright’s selection, as was her reputation as, “a smart, tough cookie who

stands up and says her piece.”?’

The new secretary of state lost no time in establishing herself as one of the superstars of
the second Clinton administration. At her swearing in on 23 January 1997, she cautioned
that the United States: “must not shy from the mantle of leadership, nor hesitate to defend

our interests . . ..”?8

Just weeks later she was being termed: “the most media-savvy secretary
of state since Henry Kissinger,” and former President Gerald Ford called her, “the Tiger
Woods of foreign policy.”® By early summer she was the most popular member of the
Clinton administration, exceeding the president and vice president with over 65 percent of
Americans reporting “favorable” ratings.?” She also became a favorite with the U.S. Con-
gress. She developed a close personal relationship with the chairman of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee, Sen. Jesse Helms (R-NC), and they came to be called the “odd cou-
ple” of American diplomacy. That relationship paid off with Senate ratification of the
Chemical Weapons Convention in April 1997.%! Securing the NATO-Russia Founding Act
in May and the invitations to enlarge NATO in July 1997 were further feathers in her cap.*?
When the Senate, with surprisingly little rancor, ratified NATO expansion the following
year, Albright achieved one of her greatest triumphs.*?

Of course, success was not without its detractors. Some White House officials thought that
she “hogged credit” for diplomatic successes. One complained to a reporter: “Nobody
minds when Madeleine throws out the first pitch at ball games or puts on Stetson hats, but
what bugs people around here is her good press at the president’s expense.”** This friction
resulted in some criticism that she let her rhetoric get ahead of administration policy. It was,
of course, the same style that put her in a position to ultimately become associated with the

Kosovo conflict as “Madeleine’s War.”

According to Serbian legend, on 28 June 1389 at Kosovo Polje (the Field of Blackbirds),
the leader of the Serbian army, Prince Lazar, was offered a choice between a kingdom on
earth or a kingdom in heaven. Lazar chose the heavenly kingdom, and the Serbs were sub-
sequently slaughtered by the Ottoman Turks, beginning over five hundred years of Serbian
subjugation to the Ottomans. Even in defeat, the Serbs came to view themselves as the peo-

ple who had saved Europe, containing the Ottoman push north.*®

Both Albanians and Serbs have historic claims to Kosovo, but the twentieth century his-
tory is more pertinent to today’s conflict. Serbia obtained control of the Kosovo region after
the First Balkan War of 1912. After World War I, the state of Yugoslavia was formed, includ-

ing Kosovo as part of Serbia. The Nazi occupation during World War II saw atrocities
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committed on both sides, with Croats and Albanians generally aligned with the Axis and the
Serbs aligned with the victorious Allies.*® Josef Broz Tito established a communist state fol-
lowing World War IT and managed to contain Yugoslavia’s ethnic rivalries. Even with Tito’s
iron hand, there were violent Albanian student demonstrations in late 1968, leading to
greater autonomy for Kosovo and, ultimately, to the 1974 constitution that granted wide
autonomy to the province. After Tito’s death in 1980, there were riots in Pristina in March
1981, with demands that Kosovo be granted republic status.®”

Over the years of 1966 to 1989, when ethnic Albanians enjoyed substantial autonomy, an
estimated 130,000 Serbs left Kosovo because of harassment and discrimination by the ma-
jority Albanians.” The first organized protests of Kosovar Serbs took place in 1986 at
Kosovo Polje, when 2,000 signed a petition to Belgrade demanding curbs to Albanian
abuse. By April 1987, 60,000 Serbs signed another petition demanding greater rights for
Kosovar Serbs.*” In an effort to calm the protests, the communist leader of Serbia sent his
trusted deputy Slobodan Milosevic to Kosovo to meet with the mostly Albanian party lead-
ers. On 24 April, in what is widely believed to have been a carefully orchestrated event, a vio-
lent protest erupted outside the meeting hall. Milosevic emerged from the meeting and
addressed the seething crowd who complained about beatings by the Kosovar police. He ut-

tered the now-famous words: “No one will ever dare to beat you again.”*

Those words propelled Milosevic to the presidency of Serbia by September 1987 on a
wave of Serbian nationalist pride. A prominent historian noted that: “by mid-1988 . . .
Milosevic enjoyed a popularity greater than any Serbian political figure in this century.”*!
In March 1989, he gained further popularity by pushing through a new constitution, strip-
ping Kosovo of the autonomy it had gained under Tito. Milosevic’s meteoric rise to power,
heavy-handedness in Kosovo, and extreme nationalist rhetoric were all key factors in the

ensuing breakup of Yugoslavia.

The first Bush administration’s reaction to the breakup of Yugoslavia, beginning with
Slovenia and Croatia’s declaration of independence in 1991, was that it was essentially a Eu-
ropean problem. That attitude is perhaps best captured in then-Secretary of State James
Baker’s remark: “We don’t have a dog in that fight.” That attitude did not, however, extend
to Kosovo, which was prominent in everyone’s “nightmare scenario” from the very begin-
ning of the breakup. The worst-case scenario for the Balkans was projected as: 1) the Alba-
nian majority in Kosovo would attempt to break away; 2) the Serbs would quash the attempt
causing massive refugee flows into Albania and Macedonia; 3) leading to a wider war involv-
ing Greece and Turkey on opposite sides; 4) that would cause the dissolution of NATO.
This imagined scenario was credible enough by 24 December 1992 for President Bush to is-
sue his famous “Christmas Warning” to Milosevic that stated: “In the event of conflict in
Kosovo caused by Serbian action, the United States will be prepared to employ military
force against Serbians in Kosovo and in Serbia proper.” That warning was reiterated by Sec-

retary of State Warren Christopher in February and July of 1993.*

Meanwhile in Kosovo, the situation on the ground was evolving better than any of the

policy makers might have hoped. Rather than armed defiance of the re-imposition of Serb
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rule, the Kosovar Albanians initially chose passive resistance, thanks to the leader of the
most prominent Kosovar Albanian political party, the Democratic League of Kosovo (LDK).
The LDK was founded in 1989, and its leader, Ibrahim Rugova, was committed to attaining
Kosovo’s independence through resistance rather than force. Establishing parallel state
structures, with a president, parliament, taxation, medical, and education systems, Rugova
was elected president in a unsanctioned referendum in 1992.* Rugova and the LDK appar-
ently thought that demonstrating their ability to run the province would convince the West

that they, too, deserved independence.**

Kosovo could not have happened as it did without the agony of Bosnia. The war in
Bosnia was inherited by the Clinton administration as its most intractable foreign policy
problem. In early 1993, United States forces were limited to patrolling a no-fly zone termed
Operation Deny Flight and a maritime exclusion zone called Operation Sharp Guard. The
United States began to take a more active role after thirty-four civilians were killed in the
shelling of a Sarajevo marketplace in February 1994. Later that spring the Contact Group
was formed, consisting of the United States, Russia, UK, France, Germany, and Italy, and
diplomatic focus shifted from the EC/U.N. to the Contact Group. Thus the United States
was now directly engaged with its prestige increasingly on the line. By the fall of 1994, the
United States and NATO began to plan for a peacekeeping force that would enter Bosnia
upon agreement by all sides. NATO continued planning for a variety of military actions, in-
cluding extraction of U.N. peacekeepers and various air strike options to protect U.N.-des-

ignated “Safe Havens” or coerce the parties to the table.

As the spring of 1995 approached, conditions within Bosnia seemed to deteriorate. U.N.
peacekeepers were sporadically held hostage, and Bosnian Serb advances threatened sev-
eral safe havens and even the capital of Sarajevo itself. Although NATO aircraft did receive
approval for some limited air strikes, the approval process through the U.N. administrators
was seen as too cumbersome to be effective. The final straw came in July 1995 when Serb
forces took over the Safe Haven of Srebrenica, with U.N. forces powerless to stop them and
approval for air support coming too late to have any effect. To the embarrassment of all in-
volved, Bosnian Serb forces methodically slaughtered at least seven thousand Bosnian
Moslems.

Srebrenica, coupled with another mortar shell in early August in the same Sarajevo
market as the 1994 disaster, provided the triggers for NATO Operation Deliberate Force, a
series of strikes by aircraft and artillery lasting into mid-September. Deliberate Force oc-
curred on the heels of a Croatian advance (with training and planning assistance from re-
tired United States military personnel), which swept some two hundred thousand Serbs
from the Krajina region of Croatia near the northern border of Bosnia.*> In the face of
these attacks, Bosnian Serbs agreed to a ceasefire that eventually led to the Dayton Agree-

ment in November 1995.

Bosnia seemed a foreign policy triumph for a president sorely in need of one. With the
embarrassment over Somalia and Rwanda, an inconclusive and continuing engagement in

Iraqg, and an occupation in Haiti that seemed unable to restore health to the country, Bosnia
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looked like the most successful gambit of the first Clinton administration. Moreover, for a
president who by now favored NATO enlargement, NATO’s effectiveness following U.N.
impotence seemed to validate that initiative. Over time, “lessons” seemed to emerge from
Bosnia, including the notions that Milosevic was susceptible to coercion by force (even
though it was the Bosnian Serbs who were coerced) and that United States leadership was

the “indispensable” factor in resolving international crises.

Whatever the rest of the world learned from Bosnia, there was at least one group—the
Kosovar Albanians—who gleaned a very serious lesson indeed. The Dayton Agreement’s
failure to deal with Kosovo, while understandable given the difficulty and immediacy of

Bosnia, may have been a trigger event of sorts for Kosovo. One Kosovar said:

We all feel a deep, deep sense of betrayal. We mounted a peaceful, civilized protest to
fight the totalitarian rule of Milosevic. We did not go down the road of nationalist hatred . . ..
The result is that we were ignored. [Dayton] taught us a painful truth, [that] those that

want freedom must fight for it. This is our sad duty.*6

Another Kosovar put it this way: “We hope that NATO will intervene, like it did in
Bosnia, to save us.”*” After Dayton, Ibrahim Rugova’s movement for nonviolent change in

Kosovo would slowly lose ground to more radical elements.

The Ushtria Clirimtare e Kosoves (UCK) in the Albanian language, or the more familiar
Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA), was founded by a small band of Albanian separatists in
1991. Their first armed attack killed two Serbian police officers in May 1993, and they
claimed responsibility for attacks killing two policemen in April 1996. But until early 1998,
the group consisted of no more than a couple of hundred fighters, some of whom had
fought in Bosnia against the Serbs.*® In January 1997, when the government of Albania be-
gan to crumble following collapse of a pyramid investment scheme, a new dimension was
added to the mix. In the subsequent Albanian anarchy, thousands of weapons were looted
from government armories, many of which ended up in KLA hands. By June 1997, a new
government was formed and relative peace was restored to Albania following intervention
by an Italian-led peacekeeping force. The deposed Albanian president retreated to his
northern Albanian stronghold and offered his family farm as a base for the KL.A.*

In 1997, the KLA began to emerge from the shadows. On two nights in early September
1997, the most organized KLA attacks to date occurred, targeting ten separate police bar-
racks and vehicles up to 150 km apart.”® Uniformed KLA fighters first appeared in public
on 28 November 1997 at the funeral of a school teacher killed by the Serbs, where the KLA
men were cheered loudly by the crowd estimated at 20,000. The still-small band of fighters,
drawn mainly from several clans, was concentrated in the Drenica region of central Kosovo.
One of the clan leaders was Adem Jashari, who lived in the village of Prekaz. In the last days
of February and first days of March 1998, a big step on the road to Operation Allied Force
was taken when Serb forces massacred over eighty people in the Drenica region, including

Jashari, twenty of his family members, and many other women and children.’! That focused
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the world on Kosovo, but to understand United States decision making, one must also con-

sider a couple of other stories that were unfolding in the early part of 1998.

One story centers around another nemesis of two United States administrations, Saddam
Hussein. On 13 January 1998, Saddam denied entry to a U.N. inspection team, setting off
another seemingly perennial crisis with Iraq. By early 1998, however, many Arab allies who
had backed previous strikes were vocally opposed to military action. To make matters
worse, in an effort to sell the idea of strikes to the American public, Madeleine Albright, Wil-
liam Cohen, and Sandy Berger appeared on 18 February 1998 on a live “town hall” meeting
televised by CNN International. One reporter described it more like a “rumble,” with the
national security team shouted down, booed, and generally received with skepticism.?? In
the face of international opposition and public questioning, the administration seemed re-
lieved when U.N. Secretary-General Kofi Annan was able to reach agreement with Iraq on
23 February. Of course, troubles with Iraq were far from over, and that crisis would run con-

temporaneously with Kosovo over the next year, as would the other “big story” of 1998.

Albright had been in front of the cameras a month earlier, but that appearance wasn’t
about foreign affairs. On 19 January 1998, an internet gossip column first mentioned the
name of Monica Lewinsky, and within two days it was carried by all news outlets, along with
the president’s denial of any impropriety. President Clinton met with his cabinet on 23 Jan-
uary 1998, and after Clinton’s assurances, Secretary Albright led several cabinet members
to a bank of microphones and declared: “I believe the allegations are completely untrue.”?
The Lewinsky issue would also parallel the Kosovo crisis, and over a year later at least one
reporter would claim of Ms. Albright: “She still resents that he [Clinton] allowed her to go
before cameras early in the Lewinsky scandal and proclaim his innocence.””* By March
1998, however, Ms. Albright had more important matters in the Balkans on her mind.

On 23 February 1998, U.S. Special Balkans Envoy Robert Gelbard gave a press confer-
ence in Belgrade on his perspectives on the Balkan situation. After detailing progress in
Bosnia and discussing the easing of several minor sanctions against Milosevic’s Federal Re-
public of Yugoslavia (FRY) in recognition of FRY cooperation, he turned his attention to
Kosovo. Gelbard said:

The violence we have seen growing in recent weeks and months is incredibly dangerous.
The great majority of this violence we attribute to the police, but we are tremendously dis-
turbed and also condemn very strongly the unacceptable violence done by terrorist
groups in Kosovo and particularly the UCK—the Kosovo Liberation Army. This is without

any question a terrorist group . . . [emphasis added]>®

Some observers later accused Gelbard of giving Milosevic an excuse for the Drenica
massacres that occurred less than a week later. In subsequent testimony before Congress,
Gelbard “clarified” his statement a bit, noting: “while it [the KLLA] has committed terrorist
acts [it has] not been classified legally by the United States government as a terrorist

organization.”
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In the wake of the Drenica massacres, one Albright aide told a reporter she had con-

3

sciously decided to: “. . . lead through rhetoric,” targeting: “European allies, United States
public opinion and her own government.”>” On 7 March 1998, on a stopover in Rome on
her way to a Contact Group meeting, Albright declared: “We are not going to stand by and
watch the Serbian authorities do in Kosovo what they can no longer get away with doing in
Bosnia.”?® Two days later, in the same London conference room where many of the Bosnia
deliberations were held, she told the Contact Group ministers: “History is watching us . . . In
this very room our predecessors delayed as Bosnia burned, and history will not be kind to us
if we do the same.””” The statement that came out of the 9 March 1998 Contact Group
meeting sounded tough, expressing “shock, dismay, and deep concern,” and proposing an
arms embargo on the FRY, denial of visas to senior FRY officials, and a moratorium on in-
vestment credits and trade.%° Russia, however, had only agreed to the arms embargo, which
was formalized in U.N. Security Council Resolution (UNSCR) 1160 on 31 March. Russia
agreed to UNSCR 1160 only after all reference to: “threat to international peace and secu-

rity” (which might be a justification for armed force) was deleted from the document.®!

On the United States side, there was concern in some quarters, particularly the Penta-
gon, that Albright’s rhetoric might be getting ahead of policy. First there was the matter of
the “Christmas Warning” that had threatened unilateral United States force. One defense
official remarked, “the Christmas Warning was not on the table. We were not prepared for
unilateral action.”®® Throughout the spring, Albright tried to build an administration con-
sensus for a stronger challenge to Milosevic. She requested a mid-May 1998 meeting of the
NSC Principals to discuss the problem. At the meeting, Special Envoy Gelbard presented
the case for threatening air strikes against Milosevic. Gelbard noted that General Wes Clark,
commander in chief, European Command (CINCEUR), had developed a list of targets that
might be struck to force Milosevic’s cooperation. NSA Sandy Berger angrily rejected the
idea, noting that NATO had not even begun planning for contingencies should air strikes
fail to move Milosevic. After Berger’s outburst, not even Albright or her deputy Strobe
Talbott came to Gelbard’s defense.®

The Clinton administration found itself in a sticky position. On one hand, disaster in
Kosovo with no effective NATO response could threaten the administration’s two seminal
foreign policy achievements: the Dayton Agreement on Bosnia and NATO enlargement.
On the other hand, those same two factors limited the administration’s options to those that
could be sold to the allies. Even if Dayton seemed to create a de facto partitioned state,
NATO used force to prevent (and continues to prevent through force) the de jure partition
of the sovereign state of Bosnia. Support for partitioning Serbia and granting independ-
ence to Kosovo would create a precedent for partitioning Bosnia, not to mention precedent
for similar ethnic claims throughout Europe, from Kurds in Turkey to Basques in Spain.
Thus, there was no support for Kosovar independence, yet after Drenica, independence was
the central goal of the Kosovar Albanians and the KL.A.%

Ironically, the meteoric rise of the KLLA could only have occurred given the existence of

Rugova’s LDK, the pacifist resistance that the KLLA was about to supplant. Over the years of
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“parallel government,” the Kosovar Albanians had organized eftective internal structures,
and as important, an external support network through the estimated 600,000 ethnic Alba-
nians in Europe and 300,000 in Canada and the United States.%® The “Homeland Calling
Fund” and a “Republic of Kosovo In-exile” had been extracting a three per cent levy on the
wages of the Albanian diaspora.®® One source put the income from Germany alone at over
one million dollars per month.%” Thus there was a skeleton organization and financing for
the KLA challenge, and the earlier anarchy in Albania provided access to weapons. All that
was needed was manpower—the combination of the highest birth rate in Europe, a seventy
percent Albanian unemployment rate, and forced repatriation by other European nations
of some Albanians who had earlier fled the region provided that element.% The allied reac-
tion to Drenica was rhetoric—the Albanian Kosovar reaction was a sort of levée en masse. By
early summer, the KLA had swelled to several thousand with more joining each day. A re-
porter for The New York Times, claimed that the group’s nonnegotiable goals were inde-
pendence and a “Greater Albania” and admitted the KLA were: “. . . poorly led, with no
central command and little discipline.”® Over the next year, following Madeleine
Albright’s lead, the United States would push the KLA toward greater cohesion and

effectiveness.

While the KLA was burgeoning, Washington was still attempting to bring the two sides to
the negotiating table. The “Hero of Dayton,” Richard Holbrooke, was dispatched to the re-
gion in early May, and ambassador to Macedonia, Chris Hill, was appointed as special en-
voy to negotiate directly with the parties. Hill (a 1994 Naval War College graduate) was a
member of Holbrooke’s negotiating team at Dayton in 1995. Holbrooke and Hill faced the
daunting challenge of finding a party to negotiate on the Kosovar Albanian side. Ibrahim
Rugova, the pacifist, was certainly an attractive candidate, and Holbrooke succeeded in ar-
ranging a first-ever meeting between him and Milosevic in mid-May. Rugova understood
that meeting with Milosevic might further weaken his rapidly eroding power base, and he
agreed to the meeting only after Holbrooke promised that he would also arrange a meeting
between Rugova and President Clinton.”® Rugova got his meeting with Clinton on 29 May,
where the president reportedly told his guest: “We will not allow another Bosnia to happen
in Kosovo.”"! By the end of June, however, Washington came to the realization that
Rugova’s credibility was waning, and the first direct talks with KLLA leaders were conducted

by Holbrooke in Kosovo and Gelbard in Switzerland.”

In Brussels, NATO was determined, unlike Bosnia, to be involved in policy from the be-
ginning of the crisis. The North Atlantic Council (NAC), NATO’s political body, issued
their first statement on 5 March 1998, and a series of partnership for peace (PfP) exercises
were planned for Albania and Macedonia. In the wake of increased FRY action against the
KLA in late-May/early-June, the defense ministers, meeting in Brussels on 11 June, di-
rected an air exercise to be conducted over Albania and that military planning for “a full
range of options” be undertaken. In July and August the NAC was briefed on the options
developed by military planners. Planned military options (and anticipated required troops)
included:
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“A” Agreed ceasefire, with negotiations for a peace settlement to follow (50,000).
“A-” Enforcement of agreed peace settlement (28,000).

“B” NATO forced entry subjugating all of the FRY (200,000).

“B-” Forced entry into Kosovo only (75,000).7

Consensus on conditions for the execution of the options was still far from assured.
Throughout the summer, there was reportedly, “a furious internal debate,” over whether
NATO could act without further specific U.N. authorization.” Meanwhile, the situation in

Kosovo continued to evolve.

On 16 June 1998, the day after NATO’s air exercise, Slobodan Milosevic traveled to Mos-
cow to meet with Russia’s President Boris Yeltsin. Yeltsin had no shortage of problems of his
own at the time. The Russian economy was approaching “meltdown,” and by August, Russia
would be forced to default on international loan payments. The substance of the discussions
between the two is not known, but Milosevic returned from Moscow in what seemed to be a
more cooperative mood. He expressed willingness to renew talks with moderate Kosovar
Albanian factions and allow foreign diplomatic observers into Kosovo. FRY forces in
Kosovo did seem to moderate their crackdown, and Milosevic reached agreement with
Holbrooke on a Kosovo Diplomatic Observer Mission (KDOM) that began operations in
early July.” As FRY forces eased their assaults, the KLA moved quickly to fill the void. From
late-June to mid-July the KLLA made remarkable gains and claimed to control 30-40 percent
of Kosovo. This turnaround put a new face on the crisis and gave NATO and United States
officials pause. By mid-July, NATO and United States officials made it clear that there
would be no support for a rebel conquest of Kosovo. Secretary of Defense Cohen let it be

known: “. . . we will not be the air force for the KLA.”"6

Later, some accused the administration of issuing a “green light” to Milosevic for his
summer 1998 repression of the KLA. An anonymous Western diplomat told reporters that:
“. .. the West tacitly accepted the Serb offensive and did nothing to stop it.””” Whether a
“green light” was ever issued, the subsequent FRY offensive did spur the KLA toward
greater unity. The increased cohesion of the KLA gave negotiators not only another party

to engage, but also other demands to be dealt with.

While the Serbs were violently reasserting themselves in Kosovo, the two other big stories
of 1998 were heating up, and a “pop-up crisis” was added to the mix. On 5 August, Saddam
again announced he was suspending cooperation with U.N. arms inspectors. This action set
in motion a series of threats and high-level diplomacy culminating with Operation Desert
Fox in December.”® The Lewinsky matter was also reaching a critical juncture. On 17 Au-
gust, President Clinton went before the grand jury, and then the American public, to admit
an “improper relationship” with Ms. Lewinsky.”? Several weeks later, former Senator
Robert Dole returned from a visit to Kosovo to a meeting with the president. Dole recalls
that after a brief discussion on Kosovo with the president and NSA Berger, Berger left the
room and then: “We discussed impeachment. . . This was a critical time in the Monica
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events.”0

If those issues weren’t enough, United States embassies in Kenya and Tanzania
were bombed on 7 August, and the United States executed reprisal Tomahawk strikes
against Afghanistan and Sudan on 20 August.®' By the time those tomahawks stopped fall-

ing, the West confronted a new dimension to the crisis in Kosovo.

The Serb summer offensive, begun in late July 1998, added another wrinkle to the
Kosovo dilemma. By September 1998, approximately 300,000 Kosovar Albanians were
forced from their homes, with at least 50,000 believed to be hiding in the forest with no
shelter. The prospect of tens of thousands of Kosovars starving or freezing during the com-
ing winter, in the words of one pundit, “concentrated the minds in Washington and else-
where.”®? On 23 September, Russia finally agreed to another security council resolution
(UNSCR 1199) calling on the FRY to: cease action against civilians; withdraw additional se-
curity forces; allow international monitoring, return of refugees, and unimpeded access by
relief organizations; and continue a dialogue to reach a political solution to the crisis. Rus-
sian acceptance of the resolution was contingent on no mention of force to impose the U.N.

demands.%®

The next day, NATO defense ministers meeting in Portugal acknowledged that NATO’s
credibility was on the line. NATO Secretary-General Solana told the group that an un-
named Serb diplomat had joked: “a village a day keeps NATO away.”®* At the Portugal
meeting, only the air options were seen as politically possible, and an “Activation Warning”
(ACTWARN) was approved on 24 September 1998 for both limited air strikes and a phased
air campaign. The ACTWARN allowed forces to be identified and detailed planning to con-
tinue, but it did not represent a decision to use force—the allies were still divided over the

need for a specific U.N. mandate to take such a step.*®

Serbian forces in Kosovo were soon to provide another push on the road to war. On 26
September, reacting to continued KLA attacks in which a dozen Serb police were killed,
Serbian forces slaughtered thirty-five civilians, including a seven-month pregnant woman
whose stomach had been slit open. Twenty-one of the casualties were from the same fam-
ily.®® Richard Holbrooke happened to be in Washington and attended an NSC Principals
Committee meeting on 30 September. He recalls the New York Times sitting in the middle of
an oak table in the situation room like “a silent witness” to the tragedy.’” Madeleine
Albright argued strongly for air strikes at that meeting, but air strikes in October 1998 faced

a number of obstacles.®®

First, the Monica issue was still on the front page, and congressional midterm elections
were less than a month away. The Republicans were anticipating significant gains given the
ongoing scandal. Senate Majority Leader Trent Lott highlighted the political risk in a 4 Oc-
tober interview, arguing: “The Serbs have done what they wanted. Now they’re pulling back
and now . . . three weeks before an election, we're going to go in and bomb.” Both sides of
the aisle in Congress saw the risk. Democratic Senator Joseph Biden who favored stronger
action in Kosovo, was told by colleagues at a 6 October party caucus: “Don’t count me in,
Joe, don’t count me in.”% Finally, there was the matter of allied consensus for forceful ac-

tion. Russia announced in early October that it would veto any U.N. Security Council
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resolution authorizing the use of force.”” NATO was convinced that its credibility was on the
line, but the legalities of threatening force without specific U.N. authorization were still a

matter of contention.

On 5 October 1998, U.N. Secretary-General Kofi Annan reported that the FRY was in
breach of UNSCR 1199, and Richard Holbrooke was dispatched to Belgrade to confront
Milosevic. Holbrooke’s aim was to achieve at least a temporary halt to the bloodshed and
some mechanism to provide enough confidence to allow the refugees to return to shelter
before winter turned Kosovo into a humanitarian catastrophe. Initially Holbrooke made no

progress, and he reported to Ms. Albright on 7 October: “This guy is not taking us seriously.”?!

Fortunately for Holbrooke, on 10 October, NATO Secretary-General Solana told the
NAC that there was “sufficient legal basis” for threatening force even without further U.N.
authorization. Solana purposely did not specify that “basis,” since members disagreed ex-
actly what the legal rationale should be, but were fundamentally agreed on the threat of
force. NATO’s agreement enabled Holbrooke to tell Milosevic that the allies were nearing
consensus on force unless Milosevic would agree to withdrawal from Kosovo and also to a
verification scheme. After delivering that message to Milosevic on 12 October, Holbrooke
traveled to Brussels and told the NAC that he needed the formal threat of force to obtain
agreement from Belgrade. The NAC obliged in the early morning hours of 13 October, ap-
proving an “Activation Order” (ACTORD) that would allow strikes to commence within
ninety-six hours. Holbrooke flew back to Belgrade that morning, and just before noon
emerged from a meeting with Milosevic announcing that an agreement had been reached.’?
The ACTORD remained in place, and the U.N. Security Council passed UNSCR 1203 on
24 October, formally supporting the terms of the Holbrooke-Milosevic agreement.

By 27 October it seemed the crisis had been diffused, but even Holbrooke recognized the
“October Agreement” was only an interim measure. He would later say: “. . . we predicted
that ifwe didn’t have a security force to enforce this, it would fall apart by the spring . ... It’s
a shame we didn’t do it more aggressively, but that was not possible, given the mood of the
congressional/executive branch dialogue on that week before I left in October.” The
United States intelligence community agreed with Holbrooke’s assessment. A November
estimate concluded that: “Milosevic is susceptible to outside pressure . . . [but he would only
accept a new status for Kosovo, if among other conditions, the West] threatened to use sus-
tained and decisive military power against his forces.” United States intelligence also
warned that: “the KLA intended to draw NATO into its fight for independence by provok-

ing Serb forces into further atrocities.”®*

The “October Agreement” called for withdrawal of Serb security forces and established
an Organization for the Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) Kosovo Verification
Mission (KVM). The nearly 2,000 unarmed verifiers began to arrive in November, and
NATO stationed a French-led 1,500-person “Extraction Force” (XFOR) in Macedonia in
December, should the verifiers require armed assistance. The United States committed no
ground troops to this effort, and throughout 1998 would not formally commit to ground

troops, even in the event of agreement by both sides for a peace agreement.”
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December 1998 was a big month for Washington. The crisis with Iraq came to a head,
with United States and British warplanes beginning four days of bombing on 17 December.
Many would later point out that Milosevic must have noted the limited nature of these
strikes. While the bombs were falling on Iraq, the House approved two articles of impeach-
ment, and a Senate trial was set for January. Even Kosovo was beginning to heat up. The
KLA was assumed responsible for the slaying of six Serbian youths at a cafe in Pec, Kosovo,
on 14 December. Not long after, Serb forces began to redeploy into Kosovo in violation of
the October Agreement and UNSCR 1203. Despite the existing NATO ACTORD, no retali-
ation was forthcoming. Any NATO strikes would have to consider the KVM verifiers on the
ground, and as one administration official put it: “You’re not going to get people to bomb
over a specific number of [FRY] troops.”% 1998 closed with the prospect that Kosovo would
again be at the center of attention, at least by the spring thaw.

An NSC Principals meeting on Kosovo was held on 15 January 1999, and Albright again
tried to make her case for stronger action against Milosevic. From the beginning of the cri-
sis nearly a year before, she thought a solely diplomatic tact with Milosevic was bound to fail,
but she realized that most in the administration agreed with Richard Holbrooke’s belief
that negotiations could lead to a reasonable solution. All year, she deferred to Holbrooke,
realizing that he was supported by powerful voices at the White House and Pentagon. On
the table at the 15 January meeting was a thirteen-page strategy paper on Kosovo recom-
mending additional actions to build on and reinforce the October Agreement. Albright
brought two pages of talking points to argue that more forceful action was needed—in her
words, “decisive steps.” While she did not outline specific military actions that might be part
of these decisive steps, it was clear that she did not favor continuation of the status quo. Both
SECDEF Cohen and NSA Berger were leery of her proposal, and in the end, reinforcing the
October Agreement was the consensus recommended to the president. Albright was report-

edly furious, exclaiming: “We're just gerbils running on awheel,” as she left the meeting.””

Late in the afternoon of 15 January, the KVM received reports of fighting around the vil-
lage of Racak. The next day, a team led by the KVM chief returned to Racak and found a
scene that was described to reporters as a “crime against humanity” perpetuated by FRY se-
curity forces.” Ultimately the death toll was put at forty-five, including three women, a
twelve year old boy, and several elderly men. Madeleine Albright heard the news at 4:30
a.m. when her alarm clock radio woke her with the morning news. She called NSA Berger

and said: “Spring has come early to Kosovo.”"

Albright realized that she would have to act quickly before Racak faded from the atten-
tion of policy makers. One aide reportedly advised her: “Whatever threat of force you don’t
get in the next two weeks, you're never getting.”'*’ She set to work with her staff crafting a
new strategy for Kosovo. At the heart of Albright’s strategy was an ultimatum to be delivered
to both Milosevic and the KLA for both parties to accept an interim agreement drafted by
the allies. If they accepted, NATO would enforce a settlement with troops on the ground. If
Milosevic balked, NATO would begin its air campaign.'*!
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Albright unveiled her new strategy at a late-afternoon 19 January NSC Principals
meeting, just prior to the president’s “State of the Union” address. SECDEF Cohen report-
edly argued that talk of ground troops was premature, but all participants soon agreed with
the essentials of Albright’s plan. The Principals agreed that a credible threat of force was
necessary. Further, they agreed that all parties should be summoned to a meeting at which
the core demands, decided by the Contact Group (ideally including Russia), would be
nonnegotiable, including a NATO implementation force. NSA Berger took the new Princi-
pals’ consensus to President Clinton the next day and he approved it. On 21 January,
Clinton called British Prime Minister Tony Blair to discuss the new strategy. Both agreed
on the general approach, Blair cautioning that the plan had to reign in both the KLA and
the Serbs.'”? With United States and UK acceptance, Albright set about implementing the
strategy with vigor.

Albright’s first task was getting both Europe and Russia on board with the approach. The
NATO allies insisted that: 1) the threat or use of force had to be tied to a political objective
beyond simply punishing Milosevic; 2) just as Blair had cautioned Clinton, any plan would
have to modify the behavior of both the Serbs and KLLA; and 3) United States troops would
have to be a part of any peace enforcement scheme.!’® Ambassador Chris Hill’s draft plan
for Kosovar political autonomy and disarming the KLA addressed only the first two con-
cerns. As early as 26 January, NSA Berger said: “We would have to look at that [United
States ground troops] under those circumstances in consultations with Congress. Obviously,
we've had no decisions along those lines.”'* It was not until 13 February 1999, the day after
the Senate acquitted the president, that Clinton acknowledged in his regular Saturday ra-
dio address that: “a little less than four thousand [United States troops]” might participate
in Kosovo peacekeeping.'® The Europeans understood the president’s reluctance to com-
mit publicly to forces earlier, and by late January, Albright seemed to have the Europeans

on board and traveled to Moscow to work on the Russians.

On 26 January, Albright delivered her pitch to the Russian foreign minister. The Rus-
sians were firmly opposed to use of force against their traditional ally Serbia, but under-
stood that an ultimatum to Milosevic might have the desired effect.!’® Expressing this
understanding (if not agreement) was good enough for the secretary of state. She and the
foreign minister issued a joint statement condemning Racak, calling on Milosovic to honor
UNSCRs and prior agreements, and also demanding a stop to KLA provocations.'” With
the Russians at least acquiescing to her strategy, Albright let the other foreign ministers of
the Contact Group countries know that she would not attend their scheduled 29 January
1999 meeting in London unless they would commit to supporting her ultimatum strategy.
On 27 January, after receiving assurances of support from the other members, Albright an-
nounced she would attend the London meeting, signifying all was in place for a carefully or-

chestrated rollout of the new approach.'®®

The “rollout” began when U.N. Secretary-General Kofi Annan visited the NAC on 28
January. Annan could obviously not sanction the use of force in the absence of Security

Council authorization, but he made it clear where his true sympathies lay. He told the NAC:
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“bloody wars of the last decade have left us with no illusions about the difficulty of halting
internal conflicts . . . particularly against the wishes of the government of a sovereign state.
But nor have they left us with any illusions about the need to use force when all other means

have failed. We may be reaching that limit, once again, in the former Yugoslavia.”!??

The next day the Contact Group released a list of twenty-six nonnegotiable principles
granting Kosovo considerable political autonomy, but under Serbian sovereignty, enforced
by NATO troops on the ground in Kosovo, with final status of the province to be deter-
mined three years hence. The Contact Group summoned both sides to Rambouillet,
France, by 6 February 1999. The belligerents would have one week to agree to a settlement,
with a possible extension of a week if the Contact Group approved. Albright said after the
meeting: “We have sent the parties an unmistakable message—get serious. Showing up is

not going to be good enough.”'!?

The final element fell into place the following day. NATO Secretary-General Solana
announced: “NATO has agreed in authorizing airstrikes against targets in Yugoslav terri-
tory . . . I will take this decision in the light of both parties’ compliance with demands that
they begin negotiations in France by next Saturday . . .”!!! With the allies ready, the presi-
dent met with the NSC on 1 February 1999 and told his advisers that he understood Kosovo
was more important to Milosevic than Bosnia, and: “he may be sorely tempted to take the

first round of airstrikes. I hope we don’t have to bomb, but we may need to.”!!?

Rambouillet might have gone differently if other players had shown up. Missing from
the Serb side was Milosevic, and it soon became clear that the Serbs attending had neither
the power nor expertise to conduct serious negotiations. Missing from the Kosovar side was
Adem Demaci, the KLA’s principal political representative, who was boycotting the talks be-
cause the West would not support independence of Kosovo as a possible outcome. In some-
thing of a surprise, the Kosovar delegation selected twenty-nine year old Hashim Thaci,
whose nom de guerre was “the snake,” as their head delegate, bypassing Rugova, the pacifist
LDK leader. With little progress made in the first week, the deadline for the talks was ex-

tended to 20 February, and then again to 23 February.'!®

The main sticking point for the Serb delegation was the nonnegotiable requirement for
foreign troops to enforce any settlement in Kosovo. One administration official told report-
ers at Rambouillet oft-the-record: “We intentionally set the bar too high for the Serbs to
comply. They need some bombing, and that’s what they’re going to get.”''* As negotiations
wore on, there did seem to be some flexibility in the Serbian camp for the political provi-
sions of the proposed accord, but the Serbs were adamant about no foreign troops on their
soil. Ambassador Chris Hill was dispatched twice to Belgrade on 16 and 19 February to
meet directly with Milosevic on the peace enforcement issue. He gained no concessions on
the 16 February trip, and on the 19" Milosevic refused to even meet with him.!!® The
Kosovar Albanians seemed just as reluctant to accept a settlement. They objected to the
draft provision that the KLA would have to disarm and demanded a referendum on

Kosovo’s future at the end of the three-year interim period. The head of the Kosovar
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delegation told one of his advisors: “You should realize that if I go back with something my

people [don’t] want, I may get a bullet in the head.”!!®

On 20 February 1999, Albright arrived, black Stetson hat and all, hoping to move
the talks through her personal intervention. She later told a friend that those three days
were the worst of her career.'!'” At one point, she appeared at the door to the room of the
Albanian delegation after midnight, and a delegate, believing she was the cleaning lady,
told her: “Give us five minutes. And please go away.”!'® On 21 February, she told reporters:
“. .. if the talks crater because the Serbs do not say yes, we will have bombing. If the talks
crater because the Albanians have not said yes, we will not be able to support them, and in
fact, will have to cut off whatever help they're getting from the outside.”'" Albright’s aides
were frustrated; one told a reporter: “Here is the greatest nation on earth pleading with
some nothing-balls to do something entirely in their own interest . . . and they defy us all the
way.”12% As the last extended deadline approached, a statement was prepared stating that
the Albanian delegates had: “voted in favor of [the] agreement,” and “could sign the agree-
ment in two weeks after consultations with the people of Kosovo, political and military insti-
tutions.”'*! The conference was adjourned on this note and scheduled to reconvene on 15

March in Paris.

In the intervening weeks, Albright convinced both former-Senator Dole and billionaire
George Soros to lobby the Kosovars to ensure they would sign the agreement, and on 12
March she received word that they would sign.'?? That day was an especially good one for
Albright for another reason. She officiated at the signing ceremony on 12 March that offi-
cially brought Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic into NATO.'?* The treaty signing
meant that all was now in place for the NATO 50" Anniversary Summit, scheduled for 22
April in Washington. NATO allies, still squabbling over what to do in the Balkans, would
certainly spoil that long-anticipated party, but a triumphant celebration of NATO’s effec-
tiveness, having coerced Milosevic into relinquishing Kosovo after a couple weeks of bomb-
ing, would make the event even more memorable. Madeleine could envision both of those
possibilities, but she probably did not expect that the summit would become a council of war

for an ongoing conflict.

The next day, Ms. Albright was in the Situation Room of the White House with the other
NSC Principals when Ambassador Hill phoned in his assessment of the chances that
Milosevic would cave in to the nearly complete threat of war. Hill said the chances were:
“Zero point zero percent,” and one official recalls stunned silence in the room. Two days
later, the CIA delivered a report that Milosevic was apparently massing forces to begin the
ethnic cleansing of Kosovo. CJCS Shelton followed this grim news with the Pentagon’s
assessment that, at least in the short run, the air campaign would likely make the situation
in Kosovo worse, and massive flows of refugees were to be expected.'** This dire prediction
did not come as a complete surprise to Albright. Earlier she had commissioned Morton
Halperin, head of her policy planning staff, to prepare a list of possible adverse scenarios
for Kosovo. Halperin came back with a five-page memo titled “Surprises” that included:

1) KLA would launch military operations; 2) Milosevic would put forth a false “peace
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offensive;” 3) NATO would balk at the end of the initial air campaign; 4) Russia would vig-
orously oppose, perhaps even aid the FRY; and 5) a massive ethnic cleansing offensive
would be undertaken by the FRY (termed “the hardest” of the possible “surprises”).!?> By
13 March, however, the road to war was heading in only one direction.

The Serbs returned to Paris on 15 March apparently decided on war. They rejected
many of the concessions they had agreed to during the earlier session and demanded
changes to the initial “nonnegotiable” principles issued by the Contact Group. The
Kosovars, as anticipated, signed the agreement on 18 March, and the Contact Group ad-
journed the conference, declaring: “We will immediately engage in consultations with our
partners and allies to be ready to act. We will be in contact with the secretary-general of
NATO.”'?% Some critics later argued that the Rambouillet process had been a failure, and
perhaps a more accomplished negotiator like Holbrooke might have been more successful
(some of these stories were alleged to have come from Holbrooke himself).'?” Others de-
scribed the “essence” of Rambouillet somewhat differently and perhaps closer to the mark:
“For some in the Clinton administration, as indeed in key allied capitals like London, the
purpose of Rambouillet was not so much to get a deal that few thought obtainable. Rather it
was to create a consensus in Washington and among NATO allies that force would have to

be used.”!?8

Two days later the OSCE withdrew the Kosovo Verification Mission and Serb forces be-
gan to pour into the province. Richard Holbrooke was dispatched to Belgrade on 22 March
in a last-ditch effort to convince Milosevic to back down. Holbrooke described Milosevic in
that meeting as resigned to his fate. Milosevic’s response to Holbrooke’s question if he un-
derstood what would happen when the United States diplomats left was simply: “Yes, you
will bomb us.”'?? Forty-eight hours later, bombs were falling on the FRY. Madeleine
Albright went on NewsHour that evening and told Jim Lehrer: “I don’t see this as a
long-term operation. I think that this is something . . . that is achievable within a relatively

short period of time. But . . . I'm not going to be pinned down on this.”!*

Albright’s boss was also on TV that night announcing the beginning of Operation Allied
Force. In the address, the president stated that he did: “not intend to put our troops in
Kosovo to fight a war.” That phrase was inserted into the speech just before airing by NSA
Berger. Berger would later assert that: “we would not have won the war without this sen-
tence.” He argued that allied consensus would have been damaged without such assurance
and the ensuing congressional debate would have further weakened the coalition.'?! Chair-
man of the NATO Military Committee, General Naumann, held a different view. After the
war, he asserted: “. . . all those politicians who ruled out in public the use of ground forces

made it easier for Milosevic to calculate his risk . . . and by this we prolonged the war.”!*

The length of the war seemed a surprise to all the policy makers. The day the bombing
stopped, Ms. Albright tried to put her earlier “relatively short period” statement in the con-
text that seventy-eight days was, after all, relatively short."*> One of the more comprehen-
sive political analyses of the war, however, reported the widespread NATO prewar belief

that Milosevic would probably give up after a few days, with a likely maximum duration of
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the war as two to three weeks.!** It seems probable that Milosevic was counting on this belief

and reasoned that NATO would lose cohesion if he could simply hold on.

It is even possible that Milosevic saw the war as a “win-win” situation. The NATO bombs
would provide a good cover for altering the ethnic balance in the province by force. Even if
Milosevic lost control of some of Kosovo, the conflict could seem a victory so long as he re-
tained the northeastern section comprised of the Trepca mines (estimated to be the most
valuable asset in Serbia, worth $5 billion), Kosovo Polje, and Grachanitsa Monastery. In this
event, Milosevic would have rid himself of an insurgency problem without the (possibly fa-
tal) political cost of turning it over without a fight. He might have achieved this result if he

had moderated his zeal along the “ethnic realignment” dimension.

With nearly 800,000 refugees either internally displaced or in Macedonia and Albania,
the character of the war changed. Even though many had warned Milosevic would step up
his campaign against the KLA, an administration official admitted all had underestimated:
“the velocity and ferocity of the campaign to shift the ethnic balance of Kosovo.”!* Follow-
ing the refugee exodus, United States public support for the air war jumped to sixty-one
percent (from only forty-three percent in February), and there were even fifty-two percent
who supported ground troops should the strikes not work.'*® Europeans were at least as en-
thusiastic for action as their United States counterparts.'®” With refugees in the hills of
Kosovo or camps in Macedonia and Albania, NATO faced a situation where stopping the
war short of victory could lead to humanitarian disaster and a wider Balkan War. At the
NATO summit in April, the allies made what seemed to be the only possible decision—they

would win no matter what.!'%8

“No matter what . . .” meant that an invasion began to be more seriously considered.
SACEUR, General Wes Clark, was directed to update the plans that had been on the shelf
since the previous summer, and he briefed President Clinton on the preliminary results
during the president’s trip to Europe in early May. On 20 May, Clark brought the com-
pleted plans to Washington and briefed the president and his top advisors in the “Tank” in
the Pentagon.'* Clark’s plan, an upgrade of the “B-Plan” of August 1998, called for a
“fail-proof” force of 175,000 troops, 100,000 from the United States Clark reportedly did
not minimize the dangers; there was discussion of fighting “ridge-to-ridge” and the likeli-
hood of numerous casualties. Clark indicated that a decision would have to be made by
early-to-mid-June if the force were to be deployed to be ready for combat by 1 September.
By 2 June NSA Berger was having what he called: “the longest night of my time in this job.”
Berger was drafting the final memo to be sent to the president recommending approval of
Clark’s plan. Berger believed the president would approve it the next morning. Fortu-
nately, early the next morning, the White House received word that Milosevic had accepted
the deal offered through Russian Envoy Chernomyrdin and EU Envoy Ahtisaari. It would
take another week to work out the details, but by 10 June, NATO Secretary-General Solana

announced the suspension of Operation Allied Force.

The same day, a column of Russian troops left Bosnia headed for Kosovo. For several

tense days, it appeared that Russia was attempting to establish a “Russian Sector” in
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northeastern Kosovo. The Russian troops occupied Pristina airfield on 11 June, in advance
of KFOR troops, and on 12 June a contingent of 2,500 Russian paratroopers was readied to
fly into Pristina. The Hungarian, Bulgarian, and Romanian governments all denied over-
flight rights for the Russians. Following intense diplomatic discussions between United
States and Russian officials, an agreement was reached on 18 June for Russians to be incor-
porated into KFOR, but without a specific Russian sector. By then, Kosovar refugees were

already pouring back into the province, and it appeared NATO had won its first war.!*

It would seem that Allied Force should have been a great personal triumph for Mad-
eleine Albright. While the war was still very much in doubt in April, any number of pundits
asserted that her influence within the administration was waning.'*! Particularly biting criti-
cism came from a former colleague at Georgetown, Peter Krogh, who asserted: “I can recall
no time in the past 30 years when American foreign policy was in worse shape, or in less
competent hands.”'*? Even after the war, Washington watchers observed that Albright had
been “eclipsed” by NSA Berger, and a year after the war, another asserted: “she wields less
influence than any secretary of state since the Nixon administration . . .”!*> Whatever the
truth about Albright’s later influence within the Clinton administration, it is likely that her

part in “Madeleine’s War” had a substantial impact on it.
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OPERATION ALLIED FORCE TIMELINE

28 Jun 1389 Serbian Prince Lazar is defeated at

1912

1918

1945

4 May 80

24 Apr 87

Mar 89

2 Jul 91

15 Jan 92

3 Mar 92

7 Apr 92

May 92

3 Nov 92

24 Dec 92

Feb/Jul 93

May 93

4 Oct 93

the Field of Blackbirds, ushering
in 500 years of Ottoman domina-

tion of Serbia.

Serbia asserts control over Kosovo.
Independent Albania created.

State of Yugoslavia created.

Josef Broz Tito assumes power of

communist Yugoslav state.
President Tito dies.

Slobodan Milosevic speech in
Kosovo: “No one will dare to beat

you again.”

New Serbian Constitution strips
Kosovo of autonomy.

Slovenia and Croatia declare inde-

pendence; war ensues.

EC recognizes Slovenia and

Croatia.

Bosnia declares independence;

fighting erupts.

United States recognizes Bosnia,

Croatia, Macedonia, and Slovenia.

Ibrahim Rugova elected “presi-
dent” of Kosovo.

Bill Clinton wins United States

election.

President Bush issues “Christmas
warning” concerning Kosovo to

Milosevic.

Warren Christopher reiterates
commitment to “Christmas

warning.”

First armed KLA attack kills two
Serb police officers.

United States Rangers killed in So-
malia firefight.

11 Oct 93

21 Nov 95

4 Nov 96

23 Jan 97

Jan-Apr 97

14 May 97

9 Jul 97

28 Nov 97

13 Jan 98

21 Jan 98

23 Feb 98

7 Mar 98

31 Mar 98

30 Apr 98

29 May 98

15 Jun 98

Harlan County turned away from
docks at Port-au-Prince, Haiti.

Participants initial Dayton peace

accord.
Clinton elected for second term.

Madeleine Albright sworn in as

secretary of state.

Albanian pyramid investment
scheme collapses; Albania de-

scends into anarchy.

NATO-Russia Founding Act clears
way for NATO enlargement.

Poland, Hungary, Czech Republic
invited to join NATO.

KLA appear in public in uniform

at funeral.

Saddam Hussein refuses entry to
U.N. inspection team.

Monica Lewinsky story breaks;

president denies impropriety.

Kofi Annan secures agreement
with Tariq Aziz.

Robert Gelbard says KLA is “ter-

rorist group.”

Albright: “not stand by and allow .
.. what they can no longer do in

Bosnia.”

UNSCR 1160 imposes arms em-
bargo on Belgrade.

Senate ratifies NATO

enlargement.

Rugova meets with President

Clinton.

Operation Determined Falcon,
“Balkan Air Show,” exercise takes

place.
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23 Jul 98

Late Jul 98

5 Aug 98

7 Aug 98

17 Aug 98

20 Aug 98

23 Sep 98

24 Sep 98

26 Sep 98

5 Oct 98

6 Oct 98

8 Oct 98

10 Oct 98

13 Oct 98

24 Oct 98

27 Oct 98

Alleged “green light” to Milosevic

to contain KLA advances.

Serb offensive begins to reverse re-

bel gains.

Iraq suspends cooperation with

U.N. arms inspectors.

Bombing of United States Em-
bassies in Tanzania and Kenya.

Clinton testifies before grand jury;
admits to “inappropriate relation-
ship” on TV.

Cruise missile attacks on Afghani-

stan and Sudan.

UNSCR 1199 demands Serb with-

drawal, refugee return.

NATO defense ministers give per-
mission for Activation Warning
(ACTWARN).

35 civilians slain at/near Gornje

Obrinje.

U.N. Secretary-General Annan re-
ports FRY violations of UNSCR
1199 and

Richard Holbrooke travels to FRY.

Russia says it will veto any U.N. au-

thorization for force.

House votes for impeachment
inquiry.
Solana asserts there is “sufficient

legal basis” for NATO to act.

NATO approves Activation Order
(ACTORD).

Holbrooke reaches “October
Agreement” with Milosevic.

UNSCR 1203 endorses “October
Agreement.”

Serbs begin withdrawal of forces

from Kosovo.

31 Oct 98

Nov 98

5 Nov 98

17 Dec 98

19 Dec 98

24 Dec 98

14 Jan 99

15 Jan 99

19 Jan 99

29 Jan 99

6 Feb 99

12 Feb 99

13 Feb 99

20 Feb 99

23 Feb 99

12 Mar 99

15 Mar 99

18 Mar 99

Iraq halts all cooperation with

U.N. weapons inspectors.
OSCE Kosovo Verification Mission
(KVM) begins deploying.

Congressional midterm elec-
tions—Democrats fare better than
expected although Republicans re-
tain control of both houses.

Operation Desert Fox begins four

days of air strikes against Iraq.

House approves two articles of im-
peachment against President

Clinton.

Serb forces begin to redeploy into
Kosovo, escalating attacks against
the KLA.

Senate impeachment trail begins.

“Status Quo Plus” approved at
NSC Principals Meeting.

“Racak massacre” claims 45

Kosovar civilians.

Principals approve “Rambouillet
Strategy” favored by Albright.

Contact Group meets in London,

summons parties to Rambouillet.
Rambouillet peace talks begin.

Senate acquits president in im-
peachment trial.

Clinton pledges up to 4,000 troops

in event of cease-fire.

Albright arrives at Rambouillet in

attempt to salvage talks.

KLA expresses intention to sign

but must confer first.

Poland, Hungary, Czech Republic
join NATO.

Peace talks reconvene in Paris.

Kosovar Albanians sign accords;

Serbs refuse.



22 Mar 99
24 Mar 99
27 Mar 99

1 Apr 99

22 Apr 99

2 May 99

5 May 99

7 May 99

Last-ditch Holbrooke mission fails.
Operation Allied Force begins.
F-117 shot down; pilot rescued.

Three United States Soldiers cap-

tured on Macedonia border.

NATO 50t Anniversary Summit
begins.

Jesse Jackson secures release of
three United States POWs.

Clinton briefed on ground plans in
Brussels; first NATO deaths in

non-combat helo accident.

Chinese embassy bombed.

20 May 99

27 May 99

2 Jun 99

3 Jun 99

10 Jun 99

20 Jun 99
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Clinton briefed on invasion plans:
170,000 total (100,000 U.S.)

troops.

NATO defense ministers meet in

Bonn to discuss invasion.

Chernomyrdin and Ahtisaari pres-

ent G-8 principles to Milosevic.
Berger drafts invasion memo.

Milosevic accepts settlement

principles.

NATO Secretary-General Solana
suspends NATO bombing.

Serbs complete withdrawal; Solana

formally ends bombing campaign.
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The 1973 Arab-Israeli War
DAVID T. BUCKWALTER

ntroduction. The October 1973 Arab-Israeli War, known as the Yom Kippur War in Is-
rael and the Ramadan War in Arab countries, was a watershed event in Arab-Israeli re-
lations. It also stands as perhaps the most examined example of strategic surprise in
history, with the number and breadth of studies of the war exceeding even other such
classic examples as Pearl Harbor and the German invasion of the Soviet Union in World
War II. Thus, it is an excellent case to help explore the effects of human factors in national

security decision making.
PROLOGUE TO WAR

The seeds of the 1973 war were sown with Israel’s stunning six-day victory in 1967. The
Arab forces suffered a humiliating defeat, which was felt most severely by Egyptian Presi-
dent Nasser. Nasser tendered his resignation immediately after the 1967 defeat, but a dem-
onstration of popular support within Egypt and much of the Arab world caused him to

withdraw this resignation.

It was clear in the wake of the 1967 war that the Arabs could not soon regain their terri-
tory by directly attacking Israel. Nasser’s strategy evolved to one of increasing military pres-
sure along the Suez Canal with the aim of reclaiming the Egyptian land by making
continued occupation too costly for Israel. His “War of Attrition” from March 1969 to Au-
gust 1970 consisted mainly of artillery and commando raids designed to impose this unac-

ceptable cost on Israel.?

The fundamental weakness of the “attrition” strategy was Israel’s ability to escalate the
conflict when costs grew onerous and make the Egyptian costs too great to bear. One exam-
ple was in January 1970, when Israel began deep air raids against strategic Egyptian targets.
Following this escalation, Egypt sought and obtained increased assistance from the Soviet
Union in the form of surface-to-air missiles (SAMs) and additional Soviet fighter aircraft
(with Soviet pilots to fly them). There was a direct Soviet-Israeli air battle on 30 July 1970,
resulting in five Soviet aircraft downed with no Israeli losses. Shortly after, Egypt and Israel
agreed to a cease-fire, and the “War of Attrition” ended in August 1970. The war cost Israel

over 700 dead and 2700 wounded, but the Arab losses were three to five times greater.3

In September 1970, President Nasser died of a heart attack and was succeeded by Anwar
Sadat. Sadat exhibited greater flexibility than Nasser in pursuing diplomatic solutions, but
he retained the option of improving the status quo by force. He accepted U.S.-mediated ne-

gotiations, but proclaimed 1971 the “year of decision” if diplomacy failed to dislodge the
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Israelis from the Sinai. When 1971 passed with no Egyptian action, Sadat’s proclamation
was seen as a mere bluft. Later in July 1972, when Sadat expelled over twenty thousand So-
viet advisers, Egypt seemed even less able to impose a military solution. Few realized that
the expulsion of the Soviets, by providing more freedom of action for Sadat, was a precursor
to war. Despite this expulsion, Sadat was able to obtain agreement for increased Soviet arms
deliveries in late 1972, and arms and advisors began to flow in early 1973—arms that

helped make war more feasible.*

For Sadat, the status quo of “no war - no peace” was intolerable. Facing a crumbling econ-
omy, deprived of Suez Canal revenues since its closure following the previous war, and still
shouldering the humiliation of 1967, Sadat felt he had to do something. In October 1972,
Sadat called a fateful meeting of Egyptian military leaders. At this meeting, Sadat stated his
desires for a limited war with Israel as soon as Soviet weapons deliveries provided sufficient
strength. The minister of war, General Sadeq, argued vehemently against limited war, be-
lieving Egypt was ill prepared to challenge the Israelis. Two days later, General Sadeq was
replaced by General Ahmed Ismail who supported Sadat’s plan for limited war. Sadat had

decided to change the status quo by force.®

From the Israeli perspective, “no war - no peace” was a favorable outcome. The 1967 war
gave Israel reasonably defensible borders and some strategic depth for the first time in the
young state’s history. It would be a long time (if ever) before the defeated Arabs could hope
to match Israel’s prowess in air combat and mobile armored warfare. The apparent cooling
of Egyptian-Soviet relations was also a favorable development; Israel would be free to con-
duct strategic operations without the likelihood of direct Soviet confrontation. Moreover,
the pursuit of détente by the superpowers favored continuation of this favorable status quo.’
The environment seemed to provide Israel with a greater range of choices for a national se-

curity strategy.

The national security strategy chosen by Israel was “total deterrence” (threatening mas-
sive retaliation for any attack). Operationally the strategy relied on three essential elements,

in addition to superior combat forces:

* Prepared defensive strong points along the hostile borders, which would enable
Israel’s small standing ground force (supported by a qualitatively-superior,
largely-regular air force) to blunt any initial assault.

* Rapid mobilization of well-trained reserve ground forces to execute crushing
counter-attacks (Israel’s ground forces more than tripled to over 350,000 upon full
mobilization).

* Sufficient strategic warning (minimum 24 to 48 hours) to both properly deploy
regular forces into the border defenses and mobilize the reserves.’

In October 1973, all three elements of the Israeli strategy failed to some extent—the
most critical failure being lack of strategic warning. The Israeli high-level post-war investi-
gation committee (Agranat Commission) found that the Israeli surprise was due in large

measure to their “concept” of a future Arab-Israeli conflict. This “concept” held: 1) Egypt
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would not attack prior to solving their “air superiority problem” (inability to strike deep
into Israel or protect Egypt and her forces from air attack), and 2) Syria would not attack
without Egypt.® The “concept” was not merely a set of Israeli assumptions about Egypt; it
was also the Egyptian assessment of the strategic situation, known through an excellent intel-

ligence source, prior to Sadat’s replacement of General Sadeq in late 1972.°

The “concept” served Israel well right up to October 1973. In the previous three years
there were at least three times the Egyptians were prepared to go to war: December 1971
and 1972, and May 1973. In the May 1973 instance, Israeli decision makers did not heed
the advice of the director of military intelligence that war was not imminent. They re-
sponded with a partial mobilization that cost over $11 million.'” Moreover, an October
1973 mobilization would have political as well as economic costs, with an Israeli election ap-

proaching in late October.

By October 1973 the “concept” had been “proven.” It was a given that Egypt would not
go to war while still inferior in the air. Therefore, although the Israelis believed Syria was
preparing for some sort of military action, by the tenets of the “concept,” Syria would not at-
tack. Ironically, the “concept’s” elements actually still applied in October 1973. The Arabs
had solved the “air superiority problem,” not with long-range aircraft to attack Israeli air-
fields, but by acquiring Soviet SAMs and SCUD missiles. In the 1967 war, the Israeli Air
Force was decisive in the lightning victory, nearly destroying the Arab air forces in the open-
ing salvo and providing effective air support for the subsequent Israeli armored thrusts. By
1973, however, the Egyptian SAM umbrella provided air cover for their ground troops, and
their SCUDs could threaten deep strikes. Air was important in the 1973 war, but certainly
not the decisive factor Israel believed it to be. The second part of the “concept,” Egyp-
tian-Syrian cooperation, also was present in October 1973. Syrian President Assad consoli-
dated his power in early 1971 and proved more amenable to conventional military action
than his predecessor who had favored guerrilla action. Coordination between Egyptian and
Syrian military staffs began in early 1973, and on 6 October Israel faced a fully-coordinated
Egyptian-Syrian attack.

NO LACK OF INFORMATION—THE RUN UP TO WAR

It is October 3d today and it is four in the afternoon. I believe that they will reveal our in-
tention any moment from now and this is because our movement henceforth cannot leave
any doubts in their minds as to our intentions. Even if they know tonight, even if they de-
cide to mobilize all their reserves and even if they think of launching a pre-emptive at-

tack, they have lost the chance to catch us up.!!
—Anwar el-Sadat, October 3, 1973

Sadat overestimated his enemy’s acuity by some sixty hours (the Israelis were not fully
convinced war was coming until 0430, 6 October), but the Israeli failure to see war on the
horizon was not due to lack of information. Even allowing for clarity of hindsight, the indi-

cators during the run up to war were striking.



122  The 1973 Arab-Israeli War

Most accounts of the run up to war begin with a 13 September 1973 air battle over the
Mediterranean in which Syrian fighters attacked an Israeli reconnaissance flight, to their
peril as it turned out, losing twelve planes with only a single Israeli loss. There is no evi-
dence that this engagement was part of a coordinated plan, but it did provide a convenient
explanation for subsequent Arab deployments. Israeli military intelligence (AMAN) ex-
pected some sort of retaliation for the incident, and in this light, Syrian deployments could
be seen as either preparation for a limited retaliatory strike or defense against any Israeli
reprisals. Subsequent Egyptian deployments were seen as normal for an announced exer-
cise (“Tahrir 41,” scheduled to begin on 1 October), but also might be defensive for fear of
being caught up in Israeli-Syrian conflict.'? The expected Syrian strengthening opposite
Golan was observed over the next week, and Israel did take the precaution of adding some

forces on the Golan heights.

On 25 September, King Hussein of Jordan requested an urgent meeting with Israeli
Prime Minister Golda Meir. He flew his personal helicopter to Israel and delivered the mes-
sage that Syrian deployments were actually the precursor to war and that he expected, if war
were to come, Egypt would cooperate with Syria.'> Meir asked for an assessment of this in-
formation from the director of AMAN, Eli Zeira, who argued that Hussein was acting on
Sadat’s behalf in an effort to bluff Israel into concessions on returning the canal. Hussein’s
warning did result in further increases of Israeli forces on the Golan but did not dissuade

Ms. Meir from departing on a planned trip to Europe the next day.'*

On 27 September, Egypt mobilized a large number of reserves, announcing that they
would serve until 7 October. This was the twenty-third time they had mobilized reserves in
1973. On 30 September, they mobilized another large group, and to maintain their decep-
tion plan, announced demobilization of the 27 September call up (although only a small
number were actually released).'® Mobilizations, troop movements, and even credible hu-
man intelligence, or HUMINT, warnings of war (as in the May 1973 Israeli mobilization)
had become a common occurrence. The “cry wolf” factor certainly operated on the Israeli
decision makers. Ms. Meir later said: “No one in this country realizes how many times dur-
ing the past year we received information from the same source that war would break out on

this or that day, without war breaking out. I will not say this was good enough. I do say it was
fatal.”!®

While Egypt had orchestrated a well-constructed deception plan, there is still argument
whether the next critical element in the path to war was part of it or just plain bad luck for Is-
rael. On 28 September, Palestinian terrorists from a previously unknown organization
based in Syria took over a Moscow-to-Vienna train carrying emigrating Soviet Jews. They
demanded closure of a transit center for Soviet Jews at Schonau castle that had processed
over sixty thousand émigrés in the previous two years. The Austrian chancellor, himself a
Jew, quickly acceded to their demands to save the hostages.!” All Arab leaders quickly
praised Austria for the action.

Many thoughtful analysts of the war doubt that this incident was part of the deception

plan, but the effect was dramatic.'® The Schonau incident, as it came to be called, caused
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Ms. Meir to delay her return to Israel until after she could make a personal (and unsuccess-
ful) plea to the Austrian chancellor to reopen Schonau (she did not return until 3 October).
Moreover, Schonau was the lead story on all Israeli newspapers right up to the day before
the war, accompanied by public demonstrations, petitions, and meetings, and it provided
another possible explanation for the Arabs’ threatening preparations (Syria and Egypt
could be reacting in fear of an Israeli attack over Schonau).' Schonau was also the lead
Middle East story in The New York Times from 29 September through 5 October.

U.S. intelligence agencies were not oblivious to the Arab build up—as early as 24 Sep-
tember the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) passed a warning to Israel noting discrepan-
cies in Egyptian preparations from previous exercises. Israeli intelligence was not alarmed.
On 30 September and again on 4 October, Henry Kissinger asked for specific assessments
of the region, and both the State Department Intelligence and Research Bureau (INR) and
the CIA, apparently relying on assessments they had received from Israel, termed the possi-
bilities of war “dubious” to “remote.”’ Kissinger later told reporters: “We asked our own in-
telligence, as well as Israeli intelligence, on three separate occasions. . . There was the
unanimous view that hostilities were unlikely to the point of there being no chance of it hap-
pening. . . obviously, the people most concerned, with the reputation of the best intelli-
gence service in the area, were also surprised, and they have the principal problem of

answering the question which you put to me.”?!

Israeli intelligence did indeed have an excellent international reputation. The Israeli in-
telligence apparatus consists of four separate organizations. AMAN, as noted, deals with
military intelligence, the Mossad operates in foreign nations much as the U.S. CIA, the Shin
Beth is concerned with internal security like the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), and a
small research department in the Foreign Office deals with political intelligence akin to
INR. Unlike the United States, only AMAN (military intelligence) had responsibility for na-
tional estimates. Additionally, in Ms. Meir’s government, decisions were often made in a
smaller forum known as “Golda’s Kitchen Cabinet,” comprised of Meir, Deputy Premier
Allon, Defense Minister Dayan, and Minister without Portfolio Galili. For any national secu-
rity issues, Israeli Defense Forces (IDF) Chief of Staff Elazar and Director of AMAN Zeira
were usually included. Thus, AMAN not only had responsibility for intelligence estimates,
but a rather central de facto role in the most crucial policy decisions.?*

Late in the evening of 30 September, AMAN Director Zeira received word from Mossad
that a reliable HUMINT source warned the Egyptian exercise would end in a real canal
crossing (ironically, this was the same day that Egypt passed the “go” code, “BADR” to their
Syrian allies). Zeira waited until the next morning before passing the information to his su-

periors Elazar and Dayan and said that his experts considered the report “baseless.” In

* The Agranat Commission later recommended that the intelligence structure should be revised to
provide more diverse advocacy in national estimates and distance intelligence somewhat from the
policy formulation function, but the central position of the director of AMAN prior to the war meant
he played a critical role in the Israeli surprise. (Source: Hassan el-Badri, Taha el-Magdoub and Mo-
hammed Dia el-Din Zohdy, The Ramadan War, 1973 (New York: Hippocrene Books, 1978), 58.)
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addition, at an IDF General Staff meeting that day, Zeira voiced the opinion: “the Syrians
»23

are deterred by the IDF’s ability to defeat the army in one day.

Reports received on 2 October included Syrian movement of bridging equipment,
fighter aircraft and SAM batteries. In the south, Egyptian bridging equipment was also ob-
served advancing and crossing spots were being prepared in the Egyptian Third Army sec-
tor.** An article was also published that day by the Cairo-based Middle East News Agency
that the Second and Third Armies were on full alert (the article was one of the very few
breaches in Arab security and deception plan; another was the premature cancellation of
flights and dispersal of Egypt Air commercial aircraft on 5 October).?’ It was only at this late
date (2 October) that the precise hour for the attack was agreed between Egypt and Syria,

and the next day, the Arabs directly informed the Soviets that war was imminent.

The combination of indicators led Defense Minister Dayan to recommend a “Kitchen
Cabinet” meeting on the morning of 3 October, just after Ms. Meir’s return from Europe. At

the meeting,

Zeira’s deputy (Zeira was ill) related that the probability of war was still “low” because,
“there has been no change in the Arab’s assessment of the balance of forces in Sinai such
that they could go to war.” At a full Israeli Cabinet meeting later that day, Ms. Meir did not

even discuss the Arab build up. Rather, the “hot topic” remained the Schonau incident.?

Not everyone in AMAN was as wedded to “the concept” as those at the top. On 1 October,
a young intelligence officer in IDF Southern Command, LT Siman-Tov, produced a docu-
ment that argued the build up opposite the canal was preparation for actual war. The lieu-
tenant revised and strengthened his argument with a follow-up document on 3 October.
Both of the reports were suppressed by the senior Southern Command intelligence officer
because, as that officer later recounted, “they stood in contradiction to Headquarters’ eval-

uation that an exercise was taking place in Egypt.”?’

Some of the most dramatic warning indicators of the run up to war were provided on 4
October. A special air reconnaissance mission in the Sinai revealed an unprecedented build
up of Egyptian forces. Fully five divisions and massive numbers of artillery were now posi-
tioned on the west bank of the canal.?® In the late afternoon, it was learned Soviets were pre-
paring to evacuate dependents (but not advisers). Late that evening, AMAN detected a
Soviet airlift heading for the region, presumably to execute the evacuation.?’ At 0200 the
next morning, Mossad’s best HUMINT source gave his case officer the codeword for immi-
nent war (“radish”) and requested an urgent meeting. The chief of Mossad himself elected

to fly to Europe to meet with the source personally and notified Zeira of the development.*

* AMAN Director Zeira only learned of Siman-Tov’s reports during the Agranat Commission testi-
mony months after the war. Upon learning of the reports and Siman-Tov’s subsequent removal from
his post at Southern Command, Zeira invited the lieutenant for an office visit and promoted him to
captain. (Source: Chaim Herzog, The War of Atonement, October 1973 (Boston: Little, Brown and Co.,
1975), 47.)
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By the morning of 5 October, AMAN also reported that Soviet Naval vessels were departing
Arab ports.?!

In the face of these indicators, IDF Chief of Staff Elazar, with Minister of Defense Dayan’s
concurrence, increased the alert status of the regular armed forces and instructed logistics
centers to prepare for the mobilization of reserves. At a subsequent 1100 meeting with Ms.
Meir, Dayan, Elazar, and Zeira, discussion turned to what was seen as the most ominous of
the indicators—the evacuation of Soviet dependents. Zeira outlined three possible explana-
tions for the evacuation: 1) Soviets knew war was coming; 2) Soviets feared an Israeli attack;
and 3 ) there had been a serious rift in Soviet-Arab relations. He admitted that only the first
explanation squared with all the indicators, but he did not change his opinion that there
was a low probability of war.?? Zeira did mention that he anticipated additional information
to be forthcoming shortly, although he did not mention the Mossad HUMINT source by
name. He was explicitly asked if “all sources were open and being used,” and he told his su-
periors that this was the case. It was learned later that at least one highly valued SIGINT
source was not activated on Zeira’s specific orders. It is presumed that he feared compro-
mise of the source, but the fact that he essentially lied to his superiors indicates how strongly
he still believed in the low probability of war.*® At the end of the meeting, Ms. Meir decided
to convene a full Cabinet meeting, but many ministers had already departed for the Yom

Kippur holiday.

The “rump” cabinet met around noon to consider the situation. After brief discussion, it
was agreed that authority to mobilize reserves would be delegated to Dayan and Elazar, but
that steps already taken by Elazar would be sufficient for the present. The final AMAN re-
port prepared before the war was ready shortly after the “rump” cabinet dispersed.
Thirty-nine paragraphs of alarming indicators were recounted in the report, but the AMAN
Egyptian desk officer appended his own final paragraph. The paragraph read:

Though the actual taking up of emergency positions on the canal appears to contain indi-
cators testifying to an offensive initiative, according to our best evaluation no change has
occurred in the Egyptian assessment of the balance of power between their forces and the

IDF. Therefore, the probability that the Egyptians intend to resume hostilities is “low.”34

At about 0400 on 6 October, AMAN Director Zeira received a phone call from the
Mossad with the warning provided by their best HUMINT source (the information was ac-
tually received by the chief of Mossad the previous evening and another Mossad officer al-
legedly phoned the information to Israel—the delay in getting to the decision makers
remains unexplained).?® Zeira telephoned Elazar with the information that the Arab attack
would come at 1800 that very day. Elazar in turn called Dayan who already had the same in-
formation (it is unknown how Dayan got word, but possibilities include the earlier Mossad
phone call and the U.S. CIA). By 0600 when Elazar and Dayan arrived at IDF headquarters,
signals intelligence, or SIGINT, sources had already reported Syrian officers phoning rela-
tives in Lebanon telling them not to return to Syria anytime soon. There was no doubt at

this point that war was imminent.6
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Elazar and Dayan disagreed on how to respond. Elazar favored a preemptive air strike
and full mobilization to be ready for a rapid counter-attack. Dayan opposed the preemptive
air strike for political reasons and thought a full-scale mobilization was unnecessary since
in-place forces should be able to hold their lines. At a subsequent 0900 meeting with Ms.
Meir, the preemptive strike was conclusively ruled out and only a partial mobilization was
authorized. Mobilization actually began only at 1000, and full mobilization was authorized
later that day as the magnitude of the attack became apparent.*” In addition, movement
into the prepared defensive strong points in the Sinai was not rapid enough to occupy them
all by the actual 1400 start of the war (some believe because the warning specified an 1800
H-hour).%®

Israel’s reactions, even after all doubts concerning the attack had been removed, have
evoked a number of competing explanations. It is clearly the case that Israel was mindful of
the political necessity to not appear to be the instigator of the conflict. Ms. Meir spoke with
the U.S. Ambassador to Israel the morning of the attack and was told diplomatically that: “If
Israel refrained from a preemptive strike, allowing the Arabs to provide irrefutable proof
that they were the aggressors, then America would feel morally obliged to help. . .” (this
statement was also the “moral lever” that Ms. Meir used later to argue for increased military
resupply from the United States).*Some scholars argue that Israel feared even full mobili-
zation might be perceived as Israeli aggression or trigger an Arab attack even where none
was actually planned.*® Others have argued that the Israeli “concept” and mindset contin-
ued to affect their thinking even after any doubts about Arab intentions were resolved.
These scholars argue that complacency and overconfidence in their own capabilities versus
the Arabs caused less than optimal response by the Israelis.*! No matter which explanation
is closer to the truth, it is clear that Israel paid dearly for both her surprise and limited ini-

tial reactions in the ensuing war.
THE WAR

The first forty-eight hours of the Arab attack sent Israel reeling. On the Syrian front,
three infantry and two armored divisions stormed into the Golan Heights, defended by a
single Israeli armored division. Although Syrian losses were extremely heavy, by the after-
noon of 8 October, the Syrians had achieved a major break-through and had nearly overrun
a divisional head-quarters. Syrian tanks stood on the hills overlooking the Sea of Galilee
and pre-1967 Israel. The situation was so desperate that arriving Israeli tanks were commit-

ted to battle in “ad hoc” platoons, formed whenever three tanks could be assembled.

In the south, the Egyptians sent two field armies (five infantry and two armored divi-
sions) across the entire length of the Suez canal and through the Israeli front-line strong
points. The crossing must be considered one of the best-orchestrated obstacle crossings in
history. The Egyptians achieved major bridgeheads east of the canal (Second Army in the
northern half, Third Army in the south). The Egyptians estimated the possibility of up to
10,000 killed in this operation—the cost was a mere 200 killed.*? By 7 October, the defend-
ing Israeli regular division had lost two-thirds of its 270 tanks, most to infantry antitank

weapons.
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On 8 October 1973, the first two reserve armored divisions arrived in the Sinai and were
committed to a major counter-attack of the Egyptian positions. One of the divisions was
badly mauled by the entrenched Egyptian infantry. The other spent the day maneuvering
due to confusing reports on the progress of the battle. By the end of the day, the Israeli
army suffered what noted military historian Trevor Dupuy called: “the worst defeat in their
history.”*?

The low point of the war for Israel came on the evening of 8 October. Israeli Minister of
Defense Dayan told Prime Minister Golda Meir, “the Third Temple [the state of Israel] is go-
ing under.”** Some speculate that if ever Israel considered seriously using nuclear weapons,
it was on the night of 8 October 1973, and at least one author has claimed that a decision to
ready the weapons was actually made.*® It is known that on 9 October Ms. Meir was con-
cerned enough to propose the drastic step of traveling personally to Washington to speak
face-to-face with President Nixon but discarded the idea upon receiving reassurances of
U.S. resupply.*® Several days later on 12 October, Golda Meir transmitted a personal letter
to Nixon. That letter reportedly hinted Israel might soon be forced to use “all available
means to ensure national survival” if U.S. military resupply was not immediately forthcom-
ing. This subtle nuclear threat was less credible by 12 October, when the gravest danger to
Israel had already passed, but U.S. arms began flowing the next day. Years later, Henry
Kissinger indicated to a trusted colleague that an implicit nuclear threat was involved over

the arms resupply issue.*’

The tide began to turn by 9 October. In the south, the Israelis eschewed further coun-
ter-attacks as the Egyptians elected to reinforce their positions. The Israeli reserves arriving
on the Syrian front stabilized the situation and restored the prewar lines by the evening of
10 October. A major Israeli counter-attack was prepared for 11 October. The counter-at-
tack in the north was aimed at threatening the Syrian capital of Damascus. The intent was to
knock Syria out of the war so Israel could concentrate on the Sinai. The attack succeeded in
pushing the Syrians some ten miles past the prewar lines, but it stalled approximately 20
miles from Damascus. At this point, the Syrian defensive lines held, aided by the arrival of
troops from Iraq and Jordan. By 14 October, the northern front stabilized, with both sides

facing force ratios more suitable for defense than offense.*®

The counter-attack in the north did not knock Syria out of the war, but it did affect the
southern front to Israel’s advantage. On 11 October, Syria urgently requested Egyptian ac-
tion to relieve Israeli pressure in the north. Egypt had achieved success thus far by remain-
ing under their SAM umbrella and fighting a defensive war. Not all Egyptian commanders
were convinced that switching to the offense was the best course of action; notably, Minister
of War Ismail was opposed. However, the Syrian plea strengthened the position of other key
Egyptian leaders who had argued that Egypt should exploit her gains. Thus, on 14 October,
the Egyptians launched the equivalent of a two-armored-division thrust along a broad front
against the now-prepared and reinforced Israelis. The Egyptians were repulsed with ex-
tremely heavy losses. This was the last major Egyptian offensive operation, but it did disrupt

plans for a major Israeli attack scheduled for 14 October.
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The Israeli oftensive in the south began on the afternoon of 15 October as a two-division
thrust toward the Suez Canal. The attack was directed near the junction of the Egyptian Sec-
ond and Third Armies just north of Great Bitter Lake. Lead elements of the Israeli force,
maneuvering through lightly-defended terrain, reached the east bank of the canal late on
15 October and began crossing in the early morning of the 16th. The Israelis had secured a
bridgehead, but for the operation to succeed they would also have to clear two main
east-west roads to allow movement of bridging equipment and supplies. These roads were
held in force by elements of the Egyptian Second Army. In a pitched battle over the next
three days, the Israeli forces secured a twenty kilometer wide corridor to the canal, with
heavy losses on both sides. By 18 October, an Israeli pontoon bridge was spanning the canal

and a two-division force was crossing into “Africa.”

Beginning on 16 October, the first Israeli operations west of the canal consisted of small
raids against vulnerable SAM sites, supply depots, etc. These continued until 19 October
when the main force was in position to breakout and accomplish its main objective. The
purpose of the Israeli operation was to cut off the Egyptian Third Army by sweeping south
to the Gulf of Suez. By 22 October, elements of the Israeli force were within artillery and

tank range of the main Suez-Cairo road, threatening communications with the Third Army.

Initially the Egyptians believed the oftensive as an attempt to roll up the right flank of the
Second Army. The Egyptians did not appreciate the true purpose of the Israeli thrust until
late on 18 October, when satellite photography confirmed the size of the Israeli force west
of the canal (the photography was provided by Soviet President Kosygin, who had traveled
secretly to Cairo on 16 October).*® When the intentions of the Israelis became clear, Sadat
became much more receptive to Soviet suggestions to press for a cease-fire. On 20 October,
Henry Kissinger flew to Moscow to hammer out the terms of a UN-mediated halt to the
fighting. The result was UN Security Council Resolution 338 (UNSCR 338), adopted in the
early morning hours of 22 October. The resolution called for a cease-fire beginning at

1852, 22 October.

Henry Kissinger stopped by Tel Aviv on his way back to Washington at Israel’s request to
discuss the negotiations (Kissinger had not communicated with the Israelis prior to agree-
ment on the draft UNSCR). The “cease-fire in-place” portion of UNSCR 338 was criticized
by Israeli officials who complained it would not allow them to “finish the job” in the Sinai.
Kissinger responded by asking how long it would take to complete encirclement of the
Egyptian army. Upon hearing “two or three days,” Kissinger is reported to have responded:

“Well, in Vietnam the cease-fire didn’t go into effect at the exact time that was agreed on.”®°

Although both Egypt and Israel accepted the terms of UNSCR 338, fighting continued
unabated past the designated cease-fire time. Both sides claimed that the other had violated
the cease-fire, and both sides were probably correct. With many Egyptian units encircled be-
hind the Israeli line of advance on the west bank of the canal, some continued fighting was
inevitable. It is clear that Israel went beyond consolidating gains and used the continued
fighting to complete their encirclement of the Egyptian Third Army. Israeli forces reached
the Gulf of Suez by midnight, 23 October.
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By 24 October the final positions of the opposing forces were essentially established, but
fighting continued on the west bank of the canal. The Soviets, who had guaranteed Sadat the
cease-fire would hold and that the Third Army would be saved, responded to the continued
fighting by placing up to seven airborne divisions on alert and marshalling airlift to trans-
port them to the Middle East. At 2125, 24 October, President Nixon received an urgent note
from Brezhnev suggesting joint U.S.-Soviet military action to enforce the cease-fire. The

note threatened unilateral Soviet action if the United States were unwilling to participate.!

Nixon and Kissinger saw deployment of U.S. troops so soon after Vietnam, possibly to
fight along side Soviets against Israelis, as impossible. Similarly, unilateral Soviet action was
unacceptable. Early on 25 October, Nixon cabled Brezhnev voicing his strong opposition to
superpower military involvement, especially unilateral Soviet action. Nixon also placed U.S.
military forces world-wide on an increased state of alert (DEFCON THREE), and an urgent
warning was sent to Israel to cease fighting. By the afternoon of 25 October tension was re-
lieved, with the Soviets dropping their insistence on superpower participation in cease-fire
enforcement. Fighting along the Suez front subsided to minor skirmishes, but the war had
produced the most serious superpower confrontation since the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis.’?

It took until 18 January 1974 to reach a disengagement agreement between Israel and
Egypt. The agreement created a UN buffer zone approximately ten miles east of the Suez
Canal with limitations on Egyptian and Israeli forces in areas adjacent to the bufter zone.
Disengagement negotiations with Syria were more difficult. An agreement was finally
reached on 31 May 1974, including a UN buffer zone approximating the prewar border

with force limitations in the adjacent areas.
WINNERS, LOSERS, AND LESSONS

Both sides claimed victory, and both sides had a reasonable case. Israel, after being
nearly overwhelmed, staged a remarkable comeback, conquering new territory in the north
and isolating an entire field army in the south. By the “numbers,” Israel won the war. Israel
suffered over 11,000 total casualties (2,800 killed) and lost over 800 tanks (400 of which
were later repaired) and over 100 aircraft. The Arabs combined suffered over 28,000 casu-
alties (8,500 killed), losing over 1,850 tanks and 450 aircraft.”® While the Arabs lost more
men and equipment, the impact on Israel with a smaller population was arguably more

SEvere.

Despite the losses, Arab claims of victory are not farfetched. In the north, the Syrians and
their allies had fought the Israelis to a standstill. In the south, Israel had isolated the Egyp-
tian Third Army, but it is not clear that the Israelis could have protected their forces on the
west bank of the canal from a determined Egyptian assault and still maintain sufficient
strength along the rest of the front. In the final settlements, Syria essentially maintained the
status quo ante, and Egypt regained the Suez Canal. Unquestionably the best argument for
an Arab victory is the changed political situation. The Arabs had accomplished their goal of
upsetting the status quo, and the 1973 war was a direct antecedent of the 1979 Camp David
Accords. Trevor Dupuy sums up the issue well:
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Thus, if war is the employment of military force in support of political objectives, there
can be no doubt that in strategic and political terms the Arab States - and particularly
Egypt - won the war, even though the military outcome was a stalemate permitting both

sides to claim military victory.54

The 1973 War has been extensively studied for both its military and political lessons, but
it is equally revealing as a study in human decision making. The disastrous 14 October
Egyptian offensive, which was resisted by Minister of War Ismail, is one example. The Syr-
ian call for help, coupled with the euphoria over initial Egyptian successes felt by many in
the senior Egyptian staff, prompted this poor decision. Parallels to the revision of objectives
in Korea after Inchon are discernable, as is an appreciation for the discipline it must have
taken to hold to the original objectives in Desert Storm. The case also graphically points out
the human tendency to “fight the last war.” Israeli reliance on mobile armored warfare, sup-
ported by air, was key to the 1967 victory, but also the precursor to the 8 October defeat.
The most striking lesson, however, is the aspect of lack of appreciation for the opponent’s

point of view.

The Israelis were genuinely surprised in October 1973 mostly because they viewed
Egypt’s resort to war as an irrational act. By their calculations, there was no chance for Egyp-
tian victory, thus no rational reason to resort to force. From Sadat’s perspective, continua-
tion of the status quo was intolerable, and even a military defeat (so long as it could be
limited) was preferable to surrender without a fight. The parallels to U.S. evaluations of
Saddam Hussein’s calculations are evident. The technology of war may change, but the cal-
culations (and miscalculations) of national leaders remain a constant element of interna-

tional conflict.
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1973

13 Sep - Air battle with Syria; 23 Sep - Syria deploys in defensive positions/calls up reserves; 24 Sep - Israel begins strengthening Golan; 25 Sep - King
Hussein warns Ms. Meir of Syrian intention to attack; Egyptian deployments noted; 29 Sep - Ms. Meir to Europe (previously planned trip); 27 Sep -

Egypt mobilizes reserves (23d time in 1973); 28 Sep - Terrorists attack train in Austria, Schonau transit facility closed

Sun Mon Tue Wed Thur Fri Sat
Sep 30 Oct 1 2 3 4 5 6
Mossad HUMINT LT Siman-Tov Bridging equipment | Soviets informed Sinai recon reveals Israel cabinet meets: | 0400 - War at 1800
says war coming warns war coming moves, both fronts . artillery/ammo Alert IDF, but no . .
Ms. Meir returns mobilization and 0930 - Mobilize/not
Egypt to Syria: “go” | Egyptian exercise Syria calls reserves from Austria Soviet evacuation prob. still “low” preempt
“Tahrir 41”7 begi . . . ’ .
CIA/INR report é o cgins 1400 time of attack | Siman-Tov's 2d Rpt | Soviet Navy leaves Mossad Chief 1400 - War begins
calms Kissinger Syria deploys more | agreed Kitchen Cabinet Mossad source warned by source Yom Kippur
Ms. Meir to Vienna | briefed “low” requests meet
7 8 9 10 11 12 13
Egypt establishes Israel's “worst Meir proposes visit | Israel regains Counter-attack into | Israel would accept | U.S. airlift begins
bridgehead defeat” in Sinai to United States ground lost in Syria ceasefire in-place Syria offensive
Syria threatens Syria Sinai stabilizes ol Syria requests Meir letter to Nixon | begins to stall
southern flank near-break-through . . Egyptian attack
Tide reverses in
“3d Temple” falling | Golan
14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Eggptian attack Israeli thrust toward | First Israeli forces to | Battle for corridor Bridge over canal Israeli breakout west | Kissinger to USSR
deteated canal begins west of canal to canal secured of canal aimed at
- . S
Syria lines harden Kosygin travels to Sadat agrees to Her
Egypt ceasefire
21 22 23 24 25 26 27
Kissinger in USSR UNSCR 338 calls Fighting continues; | USSR threatens Ceasefire observed

for ceasefire

Kissinger visits
Israel

Israel closes toward
Suez

unilateral action

United States to
DEFCON III

by both sides

Aapmyong
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“Blood Diamonds are Forever”’
BRIAN W. STORCK AND RICHARD J. NORTON

olonel Rico?”

Lieutenant Colonel Juan Rico, USMC, glanced over his shoulder to the door of his Pen-
tagon office and sprang to attention as he recognized his visitor. It was none other than the
deputy assistant secretary of defense (DASD) for international security affairs, recently ap-

pointed by the Bush II administration. “Yes sir. How may I help you?”

“I was going through some of the briefing papers on Sierra Leone last night, and I saw
you are the point of contact for Operation Focus Relief (OFR), the West Africa training ini-
tiative. Is that right?”

Juan nodded. “Yes, sir. OFR is in my portfolio. Would you like to know something in par-
ticular about it? It looks like everything is on track to begin training the battalion from
Ghana.”

“So I'read. What I'd like to know is how we came to be involved in this project in the first
place. What were the issues and arguments? How did it come to pass? I barely remember

seeing anything about it. I'd like a quick briefing this afternoon.”

As Juan began to pull out his OFR files, he realized he didn’t have a complete answer for
the DASD. Thus far the initiative had attracted little attention in Washington.

On the surface, OFR was simple. Beginning in October 2000, a small number (less than a
hundred) of U.S. Army Special Forces personnel had begun rotational training of seven
battalions of West African troops for peacekeeping duties. Five battalions would be from Ni-
geria and one each from Ghana and Senegal. The United States was providing the troops
with basic equipment, including weapons and uniforms. Once trained, the seven battalions
would not only provide the nucleus of a regional peacekeeping force for Sierra Leone, but
also be able to respond to any future West African crisis. The total price tag was going to be
less than $90 million.!

Luckily, Juan knew some of the mid-grade players involved in the initial decision. He
called Carl Jenkins, who had been on the Clinton NSC staff and had worked the Africa desk.
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“Carl, I owe the new boss a brief on how we came to approve OFR. You were there. What

happened?”

Carl considered the question. “It’s a bit complicated, Juan. You're going to have to give
your new Republican master a history lesson first. And you're going to have to make sure he
understands the impact of Mogadishu and Rwanda. Remember, after Mogadishu in 1993,
everyone in the government—well almost everyone—wanted nothing more to do with Af-
rica. Any problems that flared up on the continent were labeled as civil wars or internal mat-
ters, and we stayed out. Those eighteen dead Rangers cast a very long shadow. But then
there were the Rwandan massacres in 1994, a clear-cut case of genocide. When all the dust
cleared it was evident that there had been a successful effort by Secretary of State Warren
Christopher and other senior officials to keep the United States from getting involved in
Rwanda. I think Christopher did not want to get involved in Rwanda for a variety of reasons.
First, Africa was not his area of expertise. Second, from his point of view, there were more
important things happening in the Balkans, with the Russians and with NATO. Third, Sec-
retary Christopher had been badly burned by the Somali intervention. In the wake of the
deaths of the eighteen Rangers at Mogadishu it was rumored that both he and Secretary of
Defense Les Aspin were in danger of losing their jobs.? One of the conclusions many ana-
lysts drew from Somalia was that the United States had no business putting ‘boots on the
ground’ in the middle of an African conflict. And while there was genocide occurring in

Rwanda, it was also a civil war.

“The result of our inaction in Rwanda in 1994 was, for the remainder of the Clinton era,
a strange combination of aversion and guilt. On one hand the U.S. government remained
averse to getting directly involved in Africa—especially in an open-ended commitment or a
shooting war. On the other hand, many still felt guilty over not stepping in and stopping a
crime against humanity that the United States government knew was in progress. You may
remember, in 1998 President Clinton publicly stressed the failure of Western nations to rec-
ognize and respond to the genocide in Central Africa. He vowed that such an event must
never happen again.” Moreover, in 2000 Madeline Albright admitted she had been in favor
of intervention in Rwanda in 1994, but was compelled to follow the administration’s line in
her role as U.S. ambassador to the UN.*

“As you know, before OFR the Clinton administration had already taken some action in
regards to these messy African situations. In 1996 the U.S. initiated a program called the Af-
rican Crisis Response Initiative (ACRI). We agreed to provide some basic peacekeeping
training and equipment for eight battalions from Senegal, Uganda, Malawi, Mali, Ghana,
Benin, Ivory Coast and Kenya. The idea was that these units would then form the nucleus of
a force, which could respond to any kind of crisis in Africa. Despite some initial skepticism,
ACRI has generally been a success. Special Operations Command ran the program, and
they are very good at this sort of thing. All eight battalions have been trained, and two of the

eight units were used as peacekeepers in Sierra Leone in 2000.°

“The trouble is, ACRI hasn’t been effective in halting the violence in Sierra Leone and

the rest of West Africa. This is what I call Kaplan country. In 1994 a reporter named Robert
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Kaplan had written an article for the The Atlantic Monthly magazine titled “The Coming An-
archy.’® In it he predicted that all of West Africa was going to sink into chaos, misery and de-
spair as pressures from population, disease, civil unrest and other forces destroyed

governments that were essentially corrupt and fragile.

Carl continued, “Kaplan gave a great excuse for some people to avoid any commitment
in Africa. They argued that because West Africa was doomed, there wasn’t anything that
could be done and any attempts to do so were a waste of resources. Liberia had been gutted
by a decade-long civil war. There were border clashes and insurrectionist movements in
Guinea, and Nigeria certainly saw some turmoil. The repeated United Nations peacekeep-

ing efforts in the area hadn’t worked.

“Here’s a quick summary. Sierra Leone is a former British possession that was granted
full independence in 1961. After a succession of weak governments and military coups, it
went into the firm grip of a one-party government. In 1991, the civil war in neighboring Li-
beria spilled into Sierra Leone. The so-called Revolutionary United Front, or RUF, began
an insurrection. The RUF was led by a Sierra Leonean named Foday Sankoh, who was a

puppet of the Liberian dictator Charles Taylor.”
Juan interrupted. “I thought Sankoh and the RUF were Marxists?”

Carl laughed. “If that’s true then so were Al Capone and his gang. The RUF were crooks,
plain and simple. Nigeria saw itself as the regional hegemon and sherift, and it is certainly a
pivotal state in West Africa. The Nigerians had intervened multiple times in Liberia and
Sierra Leone, fighting the various factions and trying to keep the peace. Nigeria claimed
they spent more than $10 billion and lost thousands of soldiers in the process, and they felt
that the world owed them a debt.”’

Carl continued before Juan could object. “I know. For almost all the period in question
Nigeria was run by a dictator, their peacekeeping tactics were more than a little harsh and
their motives were very questionable. But Nigeria did convince the UN Security Council to
approve a peacekeeping mission in Sierra Leone in 1998. The Nigerians also convinced
their fellow members of the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS) to
provide troops. The ECOWAS members* realized that nothing was going to be done to
help West Africa unless they did it themselves. To that point, the big ECOWAS success had
been forcing Liberian dictator Charles Taylor to hold free and fair elections in 1996. Un-
fortunately, the Liberian people turned around and elected Taylor! Once he was legiti-
mate he stepped up his attacks in Sierra Leone and added the ECOWAS states to his list

of enemies.”

Lt Col Rico next called over to the State Department to catch Dr. Charlie Zim, a Foreign

Service officer who was working on the Africa desk.

* ECOWAS members include Benin, Burkina Faso, Cape Verde, Ivory Coast, Gambia, Ghana,
Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Liberia, Mali, Niger, Nigeria, Senegal, Sierra Leone and Togo.
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Zim said, “Sierra Leone is all about diamonds, Juan. They have nothing like the fields of
South Africa, but they have enough. If there were no diamonds, there would be little in Si-
erra Leone worth fighting over. At one time or another the Sierra Leone government, Nige-
rian ‘peacekeepers,” the RUF and international mining companies’ security personnel have

all been in possession of the diamond fields.”
“Security personnel? You mean mercenaries,” said Rico.

“Not exactly. Of course almost all the security personnel were former South African mili-
tary, and their parent companies, Executive Outcomes and Sandline, have been accused of be-
ing mercenary fronts. Once the world press started making a stink about them, the security
personnel were withdrawn.” Zim mused, “They were, however, very good at restoring or-
der, if a little loose with human rights standards. Not that any combatant was paying atten-
tion to such things. This struggle was incredibly brutal. One of the RUF’s calling cards was
to hack off the limbs, especially the hands, of people they didn’t like. Children as young as
five years old were forced to fight in the various factions, and numerous young girls were

kidnapped to provide sexual entertainment for the rebel fighters.

“There was some meddling from outside as well. Libya was widely suspected of having its
fingers in the pot. Qaddafi has long had an interest in extending his influence in West Af-
rica. Both the Liberian Taylor and the Sierra Leonean Sankoh attended terrorist training
camps in Libya at the same time in the 1980s.® Taylor supposedly traded diamonds to the
Libyans for weapons. In fact, some locals believe that Qaddafi was pulling Taylor’s and

Sankoh’s strings the whole time.

“And then, in May 1999 there seemed to be a breakthrough. After taking and sacking
much of the Sierra Leonean capital of Freetown, the RUF agreed to a ceasefire. In talks held
by the UN it was decided that Sankoh would be vice president, President-in-exile Kabbah
would return, and 6,000 UN peace keepers would go in to keep things under control. The
RUF would be disarmed and the Sierra Leone army would be reduced in size. There was
some international media criticism of the idea of letting Sankoh walk away from his crimes,

but that was just the way it was.

“The United States endorsed the idea. Madeline Albright, then secretary of state, even
flew to Sierra Leone in October 1999. She reaffirmed our support for the peace plan and
visited with children who had been maimed in the fighting. You may have seen the video of

her holding a small girl who had lost both arms in a RUF attack.”

“The U.N. sent in their peacekeepers as promised, and the peace agreement held for
several months. Then things went badly out of control. The RUF and the other factions did
not disarm, and the RUF refused to leave the diamond fields. Fighting escalated between
the RUF and the forces of the Sierra Leone government. Eventually ‘Vice President’” Sankoh
called for the UN to withdraw. The UN peace keepers were attacked and several hundred
were taken hostage by the RUF.
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“At this point British Prime Minister Tony Blair had enough. The British historical con-
nection with Sierra Leone made the situation there especially embarrassing. Plus, London
may have wanted to protect the interests of several British mineral companies who were ac-

tively cultivating the Sierra Leone leadership for diamond mining contracts.

“In early May 2000 the British sent in approximately eight hundred paratroopers and
Special Air Service troops. They got back the UN hostages, performed a non-combatant
evacuation and served as advisors to the Sierra Leonean army. In the process, they also en-
gaged the RUF and captured Sankoh. While this was going on someone in the DoD got the
idea for OFR.”

Zim concluded, “You’ll need to talk to my assistant Yvette Deladrier about the Inter-

agency Working Group aspects of the decision. I'll transfer you to her number.”

Deladrier was brisk and to the point. “I'm sure Charlie mentioned that the idea for OFR
came from Defense. Here’s what happened: The Africa Interagency Working Group, or
IWG, consisted of representatives from State, Defense, the National Security Council, and
the U.S. Agency for International Development.* The IWG was meeting at least once or
twice every week, as it had since the Rwanda crisis of 1994. It was clear that the situation in
Sierra Leone was awful, but there seemed nothing we could do that did not involve U.S.
‘boots on the ground.” No one, and I mean no one, thought the president was going to buy
that as an option. At the same time there was a lot of interest on the part of Secretary of State
Albright. She demanded weekly briefings on the area.'” That may not seem like much, but
given her schedule and demands on her time, that level of interest made the region pretty
much of a hot spot. You could sense she wanted us to do more. Sandy Berger, the national
security advisor at the White House, also wanted the U.S. to be part of a solution to the prob-

lem of Sierra Leone and West Africa.

“Of all the options, direct aid to Nigeria’s ongoing peacekeeping efforts in Sierra Leone
seemed to be the most effective strategy. Unfortunately, throughout the 1990s Nigeria was
basically an international pariah. We simply couldn’t be seen giving direct aid to a brutal
military dictatorship that had an extremely poor human rights record. Both Congress and
the American public would be outraged. So we were limited to aiding the Nigerians indi-
rectly through ECOWAS.

“Then in June 1998 the Nigerian dictator General Abacha suddenly died. Nigeria subse-
quently established a transitional government and held a free election in December. By
1999 Nigeria was rehabilitated in our eyes as a potential recipient of direct U.S. aid. In July,
the IWG representative from DoD, who was from your international security affairs shop,

suggested the idea of training additional peacekeeping battalions specifically for West

*USAID is not technically part of the Department of State, although since 1999 the director of
USAID reports to the secretary of state.
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Africa.!! We at State saw several potential benefits to such a program, which eventually be-

came known as OFR.

“We wanted to show tangible support for the new democracy in Nigeria as fast as possible,
but didn’t want to overplay it. After all, democracy is a delicate thing in that region. We also
wanted to send a strong signal of support to ECOWAS, which can become a major stabilizing
factor in West Africa. OFR would do both. It would also be cheap. We knew from our experi-
ence with ACRI that these infantry battalions didn’t need a lot of expensive gear. The pro-
gram would also let us help the United Kingdom. The British could train the Sierra Leone
Army for the rough stuff, and we could train the peacekeepers that would move in behind
them. OFR would give Secretary Albright a reasonable option to offer to the president.'?

“Nonetheless, throughout 1999 OFR seemed to be low priority and moved slowly due to
our own bureaucratic inertia and Nigerian internal disputes.'® Then, in late Spring 2000,
Albright sent UN Ambassador-nominee Richard Holbrooke to Nigeria to spin up the U.S.
ambassador there and get the Nigerians on board. I'm sure the fact that things were falling
apart in Sierra Leone during this period led to her decision to send him. As usual,
Holbrooke was very aggressive and made things happen. Some of his detractors at State
complained that Holbrooke was obviously in search of a new crisis. Although I agree he’s a
bit of an adrenaline junkie, Dick has a great track record for producing success in tough sit-

uations. Sure enough, he got the ball rolling on OFR.'*

“The White House was also on board. OFR had been a popular idea at the NSC since
DoD first proposed it. Sandy Berger has always been a champion of greater U.S. efforts in
Africa. He felt OFR would make us proactive contributors to a lasting solution, and there

was next to no chance that an American soldier would get killed.”
Juan interrupted, “What about within DoD?”

“Some DoD analysts worried that we might be training a palace guard for a future dicta-
tor. But by rotating the training sites not only between Ghana, Senegal, and also different
ethnic areas in Nigeria, and carefully screening the troops who got the training, we thought
such an outcome could be avoided. European Command (EUCOM) made a bit of a fuss at
first. West Africa is their area of responsibility and they made the usual excuse about how
their theater Special Operations Forces (SOF) personnel were too busy for yet another mis-
sion. The training portion of OFR was later assigned to stateside-based SOF personnel, and
EUCOM stopped complaining.'® Special Operations Command never protested. But then
again, the OFR mission is in their job description. They do this sort of thing all the time,

and it was very similar to the mission they had been doing for ACRI.”
“Was anyone else upset? Our allies?”

Yvette answered, “The French don’t like us or the British being involved. They see most
of West Africa as being in their sphere of influence. They think the renewed British pres-
ence in Sierra Leone is weakening their influence. They’ve grumbled in particular about us

enrolling a Senegalese battalion in OFR. Training in Senegal has always been their job as
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the former colonial power. Of course, Paris didn’t particularly appreciate our earlier coop-

eration with the Senegalese on the ACRI either, for much the same reasons.” 6

Now Juan called Professor Frankel, who taught a political science class for journalists at
Georgetown University. Juan explained his task and said, “I know the DASD is already won-
dering why he didn’t hear about OFR when it was being decided. I don’t remember seeing
much publicity about it either.”

Frankel said, “Not surprising. There wasn’t a lot of interest here at home. Most Ameri-
cans couldn’t find Sierra Leone on the map if they tried. Foreign media, such as the British
Broadcasting Corporation (BBC), were more aggressive in covering the Sierra Leone story
than their U.S. counterparts. Some of the stories and images that were shown in the U.S.
were really gruesome, but that didn’t translate into U.S. public support for direct interven-
tion. In a Gallup poll in May 2000, when the news of the hostage taking of UN troops was at
its height, only 10 percent of U.S. respondents thought Sierra Leone was vitally important.

By contrast, over 60 percent thought it was not important or had no opinion whatsoever.!”

“Some analysts explain this lack of interest in terms of compassion fatigue. There had
been simply too many humanitarian disasters, civil wars and stories of suffering from Africa.
Despite all previous efforts, nothing seemed to get better. Other experts felt that the public
attitude was due to the simple desire to avoid involvement and U.S. casualties in another
nasty civil war. Moreover, the news from West Africa wasn’t all bad. Over time, the level of
violence rose and fell. When the fighting stopped, the atrocities stopped. When the atroci-
ties stopped, the news stories stopped. For a while the diamond campaign had a chance of

keeping the media interested, but it fizzled too.”
“Diamond campaign?” asked Rico.

Frankel explained, “Diamonds fueled the fighting. The stones were being sent by the
RUF to Liberia, which by 2000 had become a major diamond exporter in less than two
years—despite having no diamond fields. During the last couple of years, NGOs like the
British Oxford Famine Relief (Oxfam) and Amnesty International began exposing just who
was buying these so-called ‘blood diamonds’.!® Some of the guilty parties were reputable
dealers in Europe, New York, Los Angeles, and so on. The bad publicity impacted the legiti-
mate diamond exporters like De Beers, who were anxious to avoid any kind of negative
press. Of course, they pushed the idea that respectable dealers should buy only ‘clean’ dia-
monds from De Beers! The diamond industry has tried developing ways to identify clean di-
amonds using laser tagging and other means, but a workable technology has yet to be
found. Nonetheless, for a while there was real international pressure to stop the purchase of
blood diamonds. In fact, by early 2001 the diamond industry had pretty much agreed on a
worldwide warranty system to certify clean diamonds. Unfortunately, the diamond smug-

glers are already working on ways to forge these warranties.
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“But diamonds or no diamonds, no one in the U.S. media really cared about OFR. The
few reporters who looked at the program soon lost interest. Green Berets training foreign
armies is not news, especially since no one was getting shot at. The price tag is also pretty

small. The result? Not a lot of public scrutiny.”

“But what about Congress and the African-American community?” asked Rico. “I can’t

believe the Congressional Black Caucus wasn’t engaged.”

“There’s some history there,” replied Frankel. “Both Congress and private activists have
been involved in the Liberia and Sierra Leone issues for some time. The trouble is, they got
burned. Reverend Jesse Jackson was appointed a special envoy for the president back in
1997 to help work the issue. He made several trips to the area to try to advance the peace
process, but he became associated with the RUF rebels’ side of the argument. One time dur-
ing the negotiations, he even publicly compared the rebel leader Sankoh to Nelson
Mandela, an international hero. The legitimate government of Sierra Leone was outraged.
By the time the peace agreement finally fell apart in May 2000, Jackson was so despised in
Freetown that the government side refused to guarantee his safety if he ever came back.

They even called him a ‘RUF collaborator’ when he tried to explain himself.

“The same sort of thing happened with U.S. Representative Donald Payne (D-N]J), the
ranking Democrat on the Africa Subcommittee of the House Foreign Affairs Committee.
He was probably the leading expert on African issues in the Black Caucus. Unfortunately,
Payne had a personal connection with the Liberian dictator Taylor that goes back to the
1980’s. He denied that he supports Taylor, but there’s no question that Taylor manipulated
his relationship with Payne to advance his own agenda. In fact, the perception of Payne’s
bias got so bad that the Freetown government stopped dealing with the Congressional
Black Caucus and began to approach Congress via senators like Jud Gregg, a white Republi-
can from New Hampshire.

“Both Jackson and Payne were harshly attacked for their actions involving Sierra Leone
in an article that appeared in The New Republic in July 2000.'” The article also accused the
Clinton administration of having a policy ‘to appear to care’ about Africa and of ‘coercive
dishonesty.” And this was in The New Republic, a liberal magazine that had been a major sup-
porter of many Clinton policies. Since then, both Jackson and the Black Caucus have been

pretty quiet on West African issues.”

Juan thanked Professor Frankel and turned to his computer. There were obviously many
factors influencing the OFR decision, and he had more than enough material to build a
briefing for his new boss. So far, the training program appeared to be a business-as-usual,

low-profile success story. . . .
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“Blood Diamonds are Forever” Epilogue

Brrrreeeeep!

Colonel (Select) Juan Rico, USMC, reached for the STU III secure telephone without
looking away from the Early Bird on his computer screen. He was engrossed in a Washington
Post article on a possible connection between Sierra Leone diamond smugglers and Osama
bin Laden’s al Qaeda terrorist organization.?” But Juan straightened abruptly as he recog-
nized the caller. His boss the DASD had obviously been reading the same article.

“Juan, the secretary wants me to update him on Sierra Leone right away. This al Qaeda
diamonds story has got the whole Pentagon E-Ring buzzing. What’s your take on the article,

and where does Operation Focus Relief (OFR) currently stand? I'll initiate secure.”

As the phones synched up, Juan hastily reviewed the article. The reporter cited intelli-
gence sources and claimed that al Qaeda was buying blood diamonds from Sierra Leone via
Liberia and selling them for large profits in Europe. The article alleged that a Senegalese
front man with ties to several radical Islamic organizations was coordinating the contacts
between RUF diamond smugglers and buyers from al Qaeda and Hezbollah, the Shiite ter-
rorist group. Al Qaeda was estimated to have earned millions of dollars from the smuggled

gems. The phone clicked.

“Okay, sir, I've got you secure. I can’t speak to the intelligence reports, but the article
squares with what I've seen in open sources. The United Nations Mission in Sierra Leone
(UNAMSIL) just reached its full strength of 17,500, and the program to disarm the RUF
and other elements is continuing.?! The countryside is pretty quiet, but the RUF fighters
around the diamond mines have so far refused to disarm and are apparently mining dia-
monds more aggressively than ever. The border between Sierra Leone and Liberia is still a
sieve, and the Liberian government is being accused of actively participating in the

smuggling.”

“Understood,” the DASD replied, “but what happened the international effort to control

illicit diamonds?”

“An agreement to implement a system of diamond certification and tracking will proba-

bly be signed in Botswana by the end of November 2001.22

The diamond industry, human
rights organizations, and more than thirty countries will be involved. They expect the
scheme to be fully in place by the end of 2002, but there are some big questions over moni-
toring and compliance measures. The U.S. Congress is also developing legislation called

the Clean Diamond Trade Act, which would sanction nations that do not comply with the
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new standards. The president is expected to sign it despite some earlier concerns over his

discretionary powers.”*

“I'm sure he’s seen this al Qaeda story,” said the DASD. “So where do we stand on OFR?”

“No major problems, sir. The third training mission to Nigeria is just getting underway,
and the Nigerians seem happy with the program. We haven’t had any political difficulties
with them after the Nigerian president forced the retirement of the heads of his army, air
force, and navy last spring. The Senegalese and Ghanaian battalions have been trained, and
the whole program is coming in under budget.?* The first two Nigerian battalions and the
Ghanaian battalion have already been deployed to Sierra Leone, and the UN is pleased

with their performance.”

“Sounds like a good-news story”, allowed the DASD, “but why can’t they stop the dia-

mond smuggling?”

“In fact, sir, the OFR-trained battalions aren’t stationed around the diamond mines. A

Pakistani unit controls the area along with armed RUF elements.?® It’s a bit confused. . . .”

“Yeah, yeah,” sighed the DASD, “I can still see us getting blamed somehow. So are our
friends over at State pushing for an expansion of the OFR program?”

“They aren’t, sir. The Africa IWG is still meeting on a weekly basis, but the current focus
is on Burundi and Congo. I'm afraid Sierra Leone is no longer a high priority. There’s even

talk of using some of the OFR-trained units in other contingencies outside of Sierra Leone.”

“We’ll see about that,” said the DASD. “I'll let you know how it goes with the secretary.
Out here.”
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ABBREVIATED TIMELINE

Sierra Leone granted independence
from UK

Revolutionary United Front (RUF) be-

gins civil war in Sierra Leone
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African Crisis Response Initiative (ACRI)
begins

Charles Taylor becomes president of
Liberia

Jesse Jackson appointed special envoy
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Nigerian dictator General Abacha dies,
free elections held

May - Sierra Leone ceasefire signed
July - West African Training Initiative
(WATT) proposed

October - Secretary of State Albright vis-
its West Africa

April - Sierra Leone agreement fails, UN
troops taken hostage

May - UK intervenes in Sierra Leone
June - Richard Holbrooke visits Nigeria
October - WATT training begins in
Nigeria

November - Diamond industry agrees on

warranty system
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Jets for Chile — A Risk Worth Taking?
LAURENCE L. MCCABE

olonel Cameron “Cam” Hall, USAF, was understandably nervous as he entered

the State Department building on his way to his job on the staff of the assistant

secretary of state for political-military affairs. This was only his third day as the

military executive assistant to the office with State Department oversight respon-
sibility for most political and diplomatic issues that have a direct or indirect military connec-
tion including the sale of United States military defense articles to international customers,
the humanitarian demining programs, and peacekeeping security operations among oth-
ers. As Cam walked through the door and took his place in line at the security checkpoint,
he reflected on his first meeting only two days ago with his new boss, Richard Enron, a
prominent attorney from Texas who had been quite helpful to the Bush campaign during
the 2000 November election. Richard Enron had only recently been confirmed by the Sen-
ate and was eager to make a good impression on Secretary Powell as well as his friends on
the White House staff.

“Cam” the secretary said, “I have my first marching orders from the top and I need your
help to get some fast answers. As an F-16 fighter pilot, you seem like the right guy to take
the lead on this issue. As you know, since 11 September the White House has been focused
like a laser on the war against terrorism. Secretary Powell, however, has been looking a little
further down the road and sees some thorny issues that need some immediate attention to
ensure the administration does not get caught flat-footed. One of these issues is the presi-
dent’s decision to sell advanced fighter aircraft to Latin American countries, specifically the
F-16 to Chile. I know this has been a controversial issue for several years, going all the way
back to the early days of the Clinton administration. I also know that on 13 June (2001), the
Pentagon—specifically the Defense Security Cooperation Agency (DSCA)—officially noti-
fied Congress of the president’s intent to sell the aircraft to Chile.! The White House staff is
now in a hurry to update the president on issues and decisions that have fallen off the front
burner due to the war on terrorism—decisions that could still get him in hot water later

down the road.”

The secretary continued, “Secretary Powell has asked me to be the Department’s point
man on the Chilean F-16 sale and to give the president a background ‘update’ brief next
week at Camp David. I probably don’t have to remind you how strongly President Bush feels
about our relationship with Latin America, so we want to get this right. What I need from
you is simple: put together a paper that includes a short history of the issue, a summary of

who is promoting the sale, who is against the sale and an analysis of their respective
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positions. Do the best you can in the short time we have. From what I know about the issue,
we are talking about two different, but related decisions. First, as I understand it, President
Clinton made the initial decision in 1997 to allow the United States aerospace industry to
compete for the Chilean fighter aircraft buy—with the intention of selling a United States
fighter to Chile if we won the competition. We then competed with several other countries
for over three years—until recently, when the Chilean government announced its prefer-
ence for the Lockheed Martin F-16. President Bush essentially endorsed the Clinton deci-
sion with his notification to Congress in June of this year of his intent to sell the F-16 to
Chile. I understand there are some individuals and groups pretty upset with this deal. I
want to be able to remind the president who he has made happy and who he has made un-

happy with his decision to re-enter the advanced arms market in Latin America.”

The secretary smiled, and said in a more decidedly Texas drawl, “Cam, this first one is
important to me. I don’t want to be an ‘all hat and no cattle’ member of this organization—I
know you can do it. Please brief me in three days.” With that, Cam shook hands and walked
out of the office slightly dazed with the daunting task, yet excited with the prospect of work-

ing on an issue with such high-level visibility.

Following the initial meeting with his boss, Cam reflected on his current predicament.
He had spent most of his career flying jets, not too concerned with the political or diplo-
matic overtones of his profession. Fortunately, he had just completed a year at the Naval
War College where he had been exposed to the complex interaction between diplomatic,
political, and military forces and the profound impact of these forces on the realities of
United States foreign policy implementation. He specifically remembered comments from
his War College professors who, on academic trips to Chile, had been pestered continuously
by senior Chilean government officials as to the status of the F-16 sale. While it was not a hot
topic in the United States, the issue was front-page news in much of South America. As an
accomplished F-16 pilot, Cam knew that many allies of the United States had either pur-
chased various versions of the F-16 for use in their own military or were very interested in
purchasing what he considered to be the best fighter aircraft available on the market today —
even at the cost of $35 million per plane.? Cam had detected and appreciated a certain de-
gree of anxiety in his boss over this issue. He knew that a relatively small ten to twelve air-
frame sale to a close ally of the United States had the potential of creating enormous tension

in the international community.

Cam discussed his next step with his State Department colleagues. They suggested he be-
gin his research with Janet Rios, a former White House staffer, now a lobbyist for the
Lockheed Martin Political Action Committee, located with a consortium of defense contrac-
tors in Crystal City. She had experience as a White House staffer in the Clinton years. It was
also suggested that he talk to Bill Garza, a staffer on the Senate Foreign Relations Commit-
tee that oversees foreign military sales. Garza had been on the committee for fifteen years

and understood the issue from a congressional perspective as well as anyone on the Hill.

Following the advice, Cam scheduled back-to-back meetings with Janet and Bill for this
afternoon in Crystal City and on Capitol Hill, respectively.
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Cam emptied his inbox and answered his emails before he left his office for his first ap-
pointment at a Crystal City restaurant. He stepped off the yellow line train at the under-
ground Crystal City Metro stop and hurried into the Southern Cone Grill where he joined
Janet at a corner table. Following a brief introduction, Cam quickly turned the conversation
to the subject at hand, “Janet, I very much appreciate your time so I will be brief. Would you
please provide some insight on the sale of the F-16s to Chile from the perspective of the
Clinton administration? What decisions did Clinton make and what were the influencing
factors?” Cam continued, “On the surface, this seems like a simple, straight forward deci-

sion. Why has the process dragged on for so long and become so controversial?”

In a condescending—yet friendly—manner, Janet rolled her eyes and smiled at the Air
Force colonel. “There was never anything simple or straightforward about selling war
planes to Chile,” Janet said. “When the issue surfaced in 1997, we in the White House
thought we were doing the right thing by permitting the United States aerospace industry
to compete in the Chilean jet fighter competition. As it turned out, we grossly underesti-
mated the buzz saw of resistance waiting for us just around the corner. Overnight, many of
our traditional supporters became adversaries, and many of our adversaries became our

supporters. This was a true case of politics making strange bedfellows.”

Janet continued, “First you have to understand the history of this issue. During the Cold
War, the United States would freely sell or transfer arms directly to those states that sup-
ported our national security policy. Simply put, if a state was anti-communist, they qualified
as an arms customer. Latin America, being a Cold War hot spot for communist and leftist
flare-ups, was a recipient of large amounts of United States weaponry in the 1960’s and
early 1970’s. Unfortunately, many leaders of Latin America who we supported with arms to
fight communist insurgency turned out to be pretty unsavory characters who were not reluc-
tant to use these weapons on their own people to stay in power. This led to Congress taking
much tighter control of the process by linking a state’s human rights record with their eligi-
bility to buy or receive arms from the United States.® The capstone event to this trend oc-
curred in 1977 when President Carter issued Presidential Directive(PD)-13 which required
that all arms transfers be directly linked to United States security interests and tied them
closely to the human rights record of recipient governments.* Moreover, PD-13 prohibited
the United States from introducing weapons more sophisticated than weapons already in the
region. We did not want to give any particular state a significant technological edge in mili-
tary hardware over that of their neighbors in the region. What with the authoritarian govern-
ments with poor records on human rights and the low tech military forces of Latin America in

the 1970’s, Carter’s PD-13 essentially cut off all significant arms sales to the region.””

Janet paused, sipped her water and continued, “Following President Carter, Ronald
Reagan viewed the world a little differently. As I am sure you know, President Reagan was
very much in support of providing weapons to governments to help put down communist
insurgencies within their borders. Latin America was a windfall benefactor of this philoso-
phy in the 1980’s—including Guatemala, El Salvador, and particularly Venezuela, where in

1982 President Reagan essentially waived President Carter’s PD-13 and sold F-16s to
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Venezuela to provide a regional counterbalance to Cuba’s acquisition of Soviet MiG-23’s.
Though the flow of less advanced arms continued to Latin America during the Reagan
years, the Venezuelan F-16 deal was the last sale of United States advanced fighters to the

region—that is until now.”®

Before Janet could continue, Cam jumped in, “But when the Cold War ended, I thought
we opened the spigot for arms sales and transfers—sort of ‘to the victor goes the spoils’ type
of thing. I would think United States military hardware would have been in high demand.”

Janet responded, “We did. From 1989 to 1990, United States arms sales doubled—just
not to Latin America. Former President Bush wanted the Latin American governments to
stabilize as democracies without the economic drain and threat of well-armed militaries.
Most of the Latin economies could not support large defense expenditures and sufficiently
fund critical social programs. Moreover, following the collapse of the Soviet Union, Presi-
dent Bush’s priority in Latin America focused primarily on strengthening regional democ-
racies and promoting economic and social reform. A renewed emphasis on these priorities
combined with the trend towards tighter control over military forces by democratically
elected governments resulted in many Latin American militaries actually decreasing in size
from 1989 to 1993.”7

Cam then asked the obvious question, “So what happened when the Clinton administra-
tion took office? I would think President Clinton would have been very much against selling

large numbers of weapons to the world. He did campaign on a strong domestic agenda.”

Janet smiled, “Not so fast. Let’s look at the political realities of the issue. It’s true that
during the campaign, Clinton indicated he would reduce the sale of United States weap-
onry to other countries, but it wasn’t long before our campaign mantra of ‘it’s the economy,
stupid’ became the driving force in much of our domestic policy. The defense industry was
very important to the economy and it was taking some serious hits in the defense downsiz-
ing that followed the Cold War. The economic realities of a shrinking defense industry and
the associated job loss combined with serious congressional pressure resulted in Clinton is-
suing Presidential Directive-34 in early 1995. PD-34 was important for two reasons. First, it
clearly stated that conventional arms transfers should be used as a ‘legitimate instrument of
foreign policy.” Moreover, and perhaps more importantly, the directive implied that a
strong, sustainable defense industrial base is an important national security concern, not
just a commercial concern of importance to the domestic economy.® This was a significant
change in arms transfer policy. In essence, the White House supported the sale of expensive
weapons systems to other countries if the sale contributed to the strengthening of the do-
mestic military industrial base. Needless to say, United States weapon manufacturers were

pleased with the directive.”

Janet took a deep breath and continued, “In August of 1997, President Clinton shocked
much of the Washington establishment when he ended the twenty year moratorium on the
sale of advanced military equipment to Latin America.” It was not an easy decision for him

to make. The White House staff had begun to look very closely at the issue two years earlier
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immediately following PD-34. In fact, there was a strong difference of opinion between the
State and Defense Departments on the issue of selling advanced weapons to Latin America.
Before his tenure ended in January 1997, Secretary of State Christopher was not enthusias-
tic at all about President Clinton’s decision to renew high-tech arms sales to Latin Amer-
ica.!” He had reservations concerning the policy shift in PD-34 and cautioned the president
to go slow. He was concerned with both the corrosive impact the arms sale might have on
fragile Latin American democracies as well as with the anticipated protests from some coun-
tries in the region fearing a renewed arms race. I vividly remember a high profile letter to
Secretary Christopher, signed by twenty-nine non-governmental organizations (NGO) and
special interest groups, strongly urging him not to promote the sale of advanced weapons to
Latin America.!! The signatories were an eclectic bunch ranging from domestic groups
such as ‘Women’s Strike for Peace’ and the United Methodist Church to international
groups such as ‘Peru Peace Network’ and the ‘Guatemala Partners’ organization. Different
groups from all over the world were working together to pressure the Clinton administra-
tion to abandon the policy shift. As I said earlier, many of these groups were former sup-

porters of the administration.

“As you might expect, the Defense Department had less of a problem with the decision to
end the moratorium. The State Department was particularly furious with the Pentagon
when, in 1996 at an air show in Chile, the U.S. Air Force, with the enthusiastic help of the
Commerce Department, flew our best, most advanced aircraft to the show with the not so
discreet goal of impressing the Latin American militaries.'*> Mind you this was before the
1997 policy shift to allow United States companies to legally compete! There was still a ban
on the sale of these aircraft to Chile at the time of the air show. At an interview with the Chil-
ean press during the air show, then-Secretary of Defense Perry said ‘he hoped the new
(arms sale) policy will be more liberal’.!® By the way, Perry’s successor, Secretary of Defense
William Cohen, was also a strong supporter of the sale—both during his time as a Republi-
can senator from Maine on the influential Senate Armed Services Committee, and later af-

ter he became the secretary of defense.”!*

Fascinated with the history and context of the issue, Cam asked, “What about the aero-

space industry? Was there a significant lobbying effort on its part?

“Glad you asked”, Janet replied. “The defense industry, particularly the aerospace in-
dustry, has always had significant impact in Washington. While the industry’s total cam-
paign contributions have been on the decline relative to other sectors, they are very good at
targeting donations to candidates who are in a position to do the industry the most good.!?
Since we are talking about the F-16, which of the major United States aerospace companies
do you think has been the most generous in political campaign contributions for the last

seven election cycles, going back to 1992?”
Not being naive, Cam replied, “Lockheed Martin, the manufacturer of the F-16?”

Janet grinned, “Exactly. The Martin Marietta and Lockheed Corporations were always

number one and two in total campaign contributions before the 1995 merger.'® Now, after



158  Jets for Chile—A Risk Worth Taking?

the merger, the Lockheed Martin Corporation has been number one by a significant mar-
gin since the 1996 election. To be fair to President Clinton, he never was the darling of the
defense industry, even as an incumbent. Both George Bush in *92 and Bob Dole in *96 re-
ceived a great deal more in contributions from the aerospace industry.!” Now reasonable
people can disagree on whether or not the campaign financing system is productive or cor-
rosive. However, regardless of your position on campaign contributions, the aerospace in-
dustry certainly lobbied senior officials in both the executive and legislative branches of our
government. As such, some very persuasive economic arguments in favor of the arms sale
were presented to the administration as well as Congress at a time, again, when the Clinton

governing mantra was ‘it’s the economy, stupid.’

Janet hesitated, and then added, “The congressional piece of the story is also very reveal-

ing, but I will leave that for your visit this afternoon to the Hill.”

Cam thought about what Janet had said. He assumed there had to be individuals or
groups who had tried to influence the president to maintain the ban on the sale of fighter
aircraft to Latin America. Janet had mentioned the State Department resistance, but who

else had joined the Foggy Bottom bandwagon?

As if she was reading his mind, Janet continued, “I don’t want you to think this was an
easy call for President Clinton. There was plenty of pressure on him to maintain the ban
and not sell the advanced weapons to Latin America—the F-16s to Chile in particular.
There was strong domestic as well as international pressure not to change the long-standing
policy. Several senators, including Sen. Joseph Biden (D-DE) and Sen. Chris Dodd (D-CT)
were quite vocal against the arms sale—and they were from our own party! Both held posi-
tions of leadership in the Congress. In fact we received a bipartisan letter in January 1998
signed by fifty congressional representatives strongly urging the president to reverse his de-
cision and not approve the sale of the advanced fighter aircraft to Latin America.'® I must
say their position was compelling. They argued that the sale would contribute to the
destabilization of the region and possibly trigger a destructive arms race. Moreover, they ar-
gued that the high-tech aircraft would do little to combat the new security threats emerging
in the region, including narcotrafficking, leftist guerilla movements, social inequalities, and
various forms of ‘white collar’ crime such as money laundering and corruption. Simply put,
they argued that the large amounts of money—we are talking up to $600 million—would be
put to better use if Chile invested the resources in law enforcement, education, health-care,

and job creation programs.”

With hardly a pause, Janet continued, “Congress was not the only source of dissent. The
Council for a Livable World—a powerful and sophisticated special interest and Washington
lobbying group—worked very hard to organize NGOs and other interest groups to act
against President Clinton’s policy shift in general and the sale of the F-16 to Chile in particu-
lar. In fact, as we speak, they are working hard to influence President George W. Bush to re-
verse Clinton’s decision and not sell the F-16 to Chile. I have seen a copy of a letter, signed
by twenty-four domestic and international NGOs, urging President Bush not to sup-

port the arms transfer.'” Many of the signatories had signed a similar letter to the Clinton
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administration. Their main concern is the diversion of limited funds away from social pro-
grams and into defense related purchases. It remains to be seen what impact these groups

will have on President Bush.

“Cam then asked, “What about the Latin American reaction? I would think they would
generally be pleased that the United States had abandoned the moratorium in favor of the
high-tech arms sales. Didn’t the United States appear to be a bit patronizing in refusing to sell

the same aircraft to Latin America that we were eagerly selling to other regions of the world?

“You might be surprised,” Janet responded. “For the most part, the Latin American re-
sponse—with the exception of the Chilean government—was very much against the arms
sale. One of the most influential protesters was the former president of Costa Rica and No-
bel peace prize laureate Oscar Arias. In fact, shortly after the decision was made in 1997 to
authorize United States firms to participate in the Chilean jet fighter competition, Mr. Arias
joined with former President Jimmy Carter and the heads of state of most Latin American
countries to call for a two-year continuation of the moratorium on arms transfers to allow

time to study the regional impact of introducing a new, high-tech weapon system.”?’

She continued, “Interestingly—and to some extent a paradox—while Chile, Brazil, Peru,
and Venezuela never endorsed the Carter/Arias initiative, all of these countries vigorously
protested the potential sale of F-16’s to their Chilean neighbor.?! It appears some countries
might have been hedging their bets out of their own future national security interest! They
unanimously cautioned President Clinton, as well as Chile, of the possibility that the arms
sale would ignite a regional arms race in the Southern Cone of South America. Coinci-
dently, at about the same time as President Clinton announced his shift in policy on ad-
vanced arms sales to Chile, the United States awarded Major Non-NATO Ally status to
Argentina as a reward for their support in Desert Storm and numerous UN peacekeeping
missions.?? This provides Argentina, among other things, special access to certain military
hardware, selected intelligence, and most importantly, bidding rights to NATO equipment
maintenance contracts. Even though this special status is primarily symbolic in nature, Ar-
gentina was the first Latin American country to receive this prestigious and coveted recog-
nition from the United States. It is debatable whether or not there was a Chilean-United
States aerospace industry connection to Argentina’s designation as a Major Non-NATO
Ally. What is certain though is that Argentina did not protest the F-16 sale quite as loudly as
did Peru and Brazil. Rest assured however, that if Chile acquires modern fighter aircraft,

most regional militaries would want to follow suit.”*

Janetlooked at her watch, “Have to run,” she said. “Lobbyists never rest in DC! You need
to hurry if you are going to make it to the Hill.” Cam thanked her again for her time and did
not protest when she insisted on picking up the check for lunch. He now had a better idea of
the history of the proposed F-16 sale to Chile and the various positions difterent groups had
taken on the issue.

Cam arrived at the Crystal City Metro station just in time to catch a blue line train to the

Smithsonian Mall and then take the short, pleasant walk to Capitol Hill for his meeting with
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Bill Garza, a senior staffer for the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. Passing through
the security checks, Cam continued into the Dirkson Senate Office Building and headed di-
rectly for Bill’s office.

Bill greeted Cam at the door, “Good afternoon colonel. Janet called ahead to tell me you
were on the way. We're old friends from her days at the White House. I know you want to
talk about the sale of F-16s to Chile, but we have to talk fast. The Chairman has called an
emergency nomination hearing in fifteen minutes—White House is pushing us hard for a

confirmation. Let’s walk and talk.”

Bill talked as they rushed through the crowded hallways, “This issue provides a perfect
example of the struggle our congressional representatives have in trying to balance the ex-
traordinary pressure received from various domestic and international interest
groups—particularly industry lobbyists and foreign governments—with the never-ending
requirement to continually raise funds for the next campaign. What makes this issue so per-
plexing is that everybody has a good argument—and everyone sincerely believes they are
doing the right thing. The conundrum is having to choose between national security and
domestic defense production—read jobs—and what the United States believes is best for a
developing country thousands of miles from the United States. To complicate the matter,
the United States position on what is best for the developing world is different from what
other industrialized states believe is best for the developing world. As Janet probably told
you, arms trade issues were relatively non-controversial in Latin America until 1997 when
President Clinton lifted the ban on selling high-tech weapons to Latin America. The policy
shift ignited a firestorm of activity, from both domestic and international organizations with
a stake in the region. Janet probably mentioned the strongly worded letters from Congress
and NGOs to President Clinton requesting he reverse his decision.?* Powerful special inter-
est groups, particularly human rights organizations, also intensified the pressure on con-
gressional members citing the human rights abuses committed in Chile during the
Pinochet regime. The Federation of American Scientists and the Foundation for National
Progress, both high profile Washington special interests groups, were two of the most vocal
organizations involved in a well-orchestrated letter writing campaign designed to stop the

weapons sale to Chile.”?®

Bill paused to answer a cell phone call, then continued, “Janet might not have mentioned
that there was an equal and opposite reaction by other Congressmen who were very much in
support of the policy reversal and wanted to sell the planes to Chile. There was a strong bi-
partisan effort to support the sale of the F-16s to Chile citing the ‘if we don’t sell the weap-
ons somebody else will’ argument. No one was pushing this argument harder than the
aerospace industry, particularly the lobbyists from Lockheed Martin.?® Critics of the presi-
dent and those members of Congress who were supporting the sale of the F-16s continue to
claim the defense industry lobbyists ‘bought’ the policy change with campaign contribu-
tions. The industry has responded with an economic-based, realist argument that is essen-
tially this: the United States needs to compete in the process of Latin American military
modernization programs because Europe is knocking the door down to sell their high-tech
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military hardware to the region. Why let the Europeans make all the money? Moreover, the
supporters claim, selling United States weapon systems to Latin America will enhance our
military to military relationship and increase the United States diplomatic and economic

influence in the states that purchase our weapon systems.”%’

Bill continued, “As a former political party fund raiser, I would be remiss if I did not
mention that Lockheed Martin has—at least since 1992—consistently contributed two to
three times more than any other aerospace company to political campaigns.?® Moreover,
they have been an equal opportunity contributor. The Democratic and Republican Party re-
ceived about the same amount, with a slight majority of contributions going to whichever
party was in control of the House or Senate in any given election year. They are a smart lob-
bying group. The defense industry does not—by a long shot—contribute the most money to
political campaigns. For example, since 1990, labor organizations have contributed $345
million to political campaigns compared to the defense industry’s $66 million.?’ That said,
the defense industry is arguably smarter in targeting the contributions. They target those
congressional members assigned to committees who have jurisdiction over their issue of
concern as well as those members representing states and districts where the industry has a
large number of employees. As an aside, most labor political action committees have also di-
rectly or indirectly supported the sale of United States arms to our allies. The sale of ad-
vanced arms not only provides jobs for the United States defense industry, this market also
helps counter a threatening trend by foreign competition of moving weapons factories and
jobs to the country that is making the arms purchase. To be fair, competition has recently
forced the United States defense industry to allow some aircraft ‘final assembly’ to occur in
selected foreign markets. European companies in particular, however, have used this factory
export concept as a bargaining tool to win arms sale contracts with Latin American coun-
tries.’® Regardless, congressional representatives from Texas and California have always
done well by the labor and defense aerospace industries as have influential members of Sen-
ate Foreign Relations, Armed Services and the Intelligence Committees. You would proba-

bly find a similar pattern in the House.”

Bill continued, “Another interesting sideshow of this issue is the alliance that has formed
between the Pentagon and the Department of Commerce. The Pentagon wants to sell more
F-16s because it is not only good for one of their most important industrial suppliers
(Lockheed Martin), it also makes the F-16 program less expensive for the U.S. Air
Force—an ‘economy of scale’ sort of thing. One of the main charters of the Department of
Commerce is to promote the sale of United States products to overseas customers—essen-
tially build markets for United States manufactured products. Commerce views Latin
America as an untapped market for advanced United States defense items. It is not surpris-
ing that Defense and Commerce have worked together closely to push the sale of the F-16 to

Chile, a policy that has not always been in alignment with the State Department.”!

While the current Bush administration has endorsed the Clinton policy—Secretary
Powell has personally said very little with respect to the specifics of the case. Cynics on the

Hill argue that President Bush’s support is no surprise considering he is a Texan with a
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strong affection for Latin America as well as the former governor of the state where
Lockheed Martin’s headquarters is located. I don’t know if these cynics have it right or not,
but it is something the Bush administration has to deal with. To complicate this even more,
President Bush has to consider the strong reaction coming from the Chilean media as well
as many other Latin American countries protesting the F-16 sale on the grounds that it will
trigger another regional arms race.?® It is not only the Chilean media that has weighed in on
the potential transfer. While the issue stayed below the radar horizon during the Clinton
administration, the domestic media has been more vocal with President Bush. Both the
Washington Post® and Christian Science Monitor** have written strong editorials and op-ed
pieces directed at the Bush administration pointing out negative aspects of the sale. De-

ciding to proceed with the sale was anything but an easy decision for President Bush.”

Bill was about to end the conversation when he grinned and said, “Remember I said I was
in a hurry to get to a confirmation hearing? Well you might be interested in this particular
nominee. President Bush has nominated Mr. Otto Reich for assistant secretary of state for
western hemisphere affairs—essentially the president’s number one Latin American guy.
Most of the Republicans are inclined to support the president’s nominee—he appears to be
well qualified in terms of regional experience. The Democrats however, in coordination
with some special interest groups—particularly the Coalition for Latin American Policy
(CSLAP)—are strongly protesting the nomination. The CSLAP is an informal—but influen-
tial—coalition of church groups, think tanks and advocacy organizations ostensibly com-
mitted to promoting a democratic United States foreign policy. Among the many objections
to his confirmation is the claim that Mr. Reich should not have such a prestigious position
because of his recent actions as a lobbyist for a major defense aerospace corpora-
tion—Lockheed Martin.* They believe Mr. Reich would have a conflict of interest—what is
best for Latin America versus what is best for Lockheed Martin. Your guess is as good as

mine as to his confirmation chances, but this is an interesting twist to the Chilean F-16 saga.

“Finally,” Bill concluded, “You have to understand the fine line Congress walks on this is-
sue. This is not a hot button issue to most Americans—and as such, it is often shoved aside on
the Hill by other domestic issues of interest to the constituents. I am here to tell you, how-
ever, that I have taken many congressional delegate, or CODEL, trips to South America and
have seen how important and controversial arms sales are for our neighbors to the south.
This s a hot button issue in South America and could significantly impact our foreign policy
in the region—a region that is growing appreciably in economic importance to all Ameri-

cans. We get this wrong and it could aftfect middle America much more than many realize.”

Cam thanked him for his time as Bill rushed into the hearing room. He continued to as-
similate the information he had received from Bill and Janet as he walked across the mall to
the Metro stop. This was indeed a complicated issue. Cam realized he simply did not have
sufficient time to talk to all the parties who had a ‘dog in this fight.” However, as an Air Force
officer, and an F-16 pilot to boot, he owed it to his own organization to at least get their side
of the story. Stepping onto the yellow Metro line, Cam found an empty seat, closed his eyes
and relaxed as the train rumbled towards his Alexandria home.
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Cam was up early the next day in time to make his 0800 Pentagon appointment with Col-
onel Barry “Buzz” Brackett an action officer on the staff of the secretary of defense for inter-
national security affairs. Buzz was the secretary’s liaison with the Defense Security
Cooperation Agency (DSCA), the defense organization with direct oversight responsibility

to administer and supervise the sale and transfer of arms to international customers.

Buzz sat down and quickly moved to the point of Cam’s visit, “Cam, I am really glad we
have you over at State. They don’t always see things very clearly at Foggy Bottom. This F-16
sale is very important to us. While it is not a large sale in terms of dollars, it is more symbolic
in the sense that it allows us a forum to finally refute all the counter-productive arguments
circulated by many in Congress, by NGO’s and special interest groups, and by individual
countries with their own security agendas and self interests. Right now the Air Force has the
Bush administration’s support for the F-16 sale, but we know this is an ongoing battle that
could turn on us at anytime, particularly considering the unpredictability of world events
after ‘9-11.

Buzz continued, “Let me sum this up for you: the ban put in place by President Carter in
1977 was designed to keep high-tech weapons out of Latin America. Simply put, the ban did
not work. While Presidents Reagan, Bush and—prior to 97—Clinton were for the most part
supporting the 1977 ban imposed by President Carter’s PD-13, other countries were estab-
lishing lucrative military hardware markets in Latin America. These included France, Is-
rael, Canada, and Russia.?® While there were restrictions on what advanced weapon systems
United States firms could sell to Latin America, their foreign competitors had no such con-
straints. You might know that as recently as 1995, Belarus sold MiG-29s to Peru.®” Because
of Clinton’s 1997 policy change, the United States is now competing with the Russians,
Swedes, Italians, and French to sell a high-performance fighter to the Brazilian Air Force.*®
We want our F-16 to win the Brazilian competition. You cannot overestimate the influence
the United States has with foreign governments whose militaries choose to fly our airplanes.
Right now, it appears the French have the inside track to sell up to 24 Mirage fighters to
Brazil for $700 million dollars—but at least we can now Compete!39 In Chile, the French and
the Swedes have been pushing the Mirage 200 and the Jas 39 Gripen, respectively, as an al-
ternative to the F-16. Chile has recently indicated they want to buy our F-16.%° All three can-
didate aircraft are excellent choices—but there is more at stake here than simply selling
airplanes. It is clear that Chile has decided to buy a high-performance jet fighter—if not

from us, then from some other country. We want Chile to buy a U.S.-built airplane.”

Cam inquired, “But what about the social and economic development arguments used by
so many to drum up support to continue the ban on the weapons sale? Many smart people,
particularly on the Hill, are taking this position. The Air Force has to develop a persuasive

response to this line of reasoning.”

Buzz nodded in agreement, “I think you're right. This is probably the most persuasive
argument against the sale of the weapons. They are expensive and the purchase might very
well divert money from other programs. I would respond in this way: it is not a decision for

the United States to dictate security requirements to sovereign states. While we might
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suggest the resources would be better spent in other areas, like health care or educa-
tion—and believe me, your friends at state department have suggested this many
times—when a sovereign state makes the decision to upgrade their military, itis in U.S eco-
nomic and political interest to be the supplier of the hardware. Let’s face it, there is insuffi-
cient data to prove that this is a zero sum game. That is, we cannot be sure that money not
spent on defense would necessarily be spent on social and education programs. Moreover,
not only would the F-16 sale help create stability in the F-16 production line, it would also
provide United States diplomatic leverage to influence foreign policy in states and regions
that rely on our support for security hardware and maintenance. It could be a win-win-win
from the defense, state, and industry perspectives. Of course our ace-in-the-hole is the do-
mestic jobs issue. While the components for the F-16 are manufactured in many different
states, the plane is assembled in Texas. Lets face it, it takes a lot of people to assemble an

F-16—people who vote and live in Texas, President Bush’s home state.”

Buzz’s argument was persuasive, but Cam knew there were many who strongly disagreed
with the Pentagon line of reasoning. “What about the arms race issue? Are we setting off a
trip wire that will push Latin America back to the days of strong militaries and weak democ-

racies?” Cam asked.

Buzz shook his head emphatically, “Not at all. It is clear that many Latin American
countries have made the decision to upgrade their military forces—with U.S assistance or
without it. If the United States is a player in the process, we have a greater opportunity to in-
fluence policy formulation and continue to push the region toward the development of
strong democracies with civilian control of the militaries. We do not see the arms race sce-
nario materializing. In fact, only a few months ago, Chile and Argentina signed an agree-
ment to adopt a standard system to measure military spending—a strong move toward
transparency in military hardware acquisition.*! The agreement was promoted by the Eco-
nomic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean. Considering Argentina’s current
economic woes, it might be some time before they invest heavily in military modernization.
To be fair, Peru continues to protest the F-16 sale to Chile.*? It is encouraging, however, to
see a productive regional dialogue underway to manage military modernization programs.
The current political trend among states in the Southern Cone is one of cooperation, not

conflict.”#3

Buzz continued, “As I said earlier, the F-16 decision could very well set a precedent that
will have a lasting impact on future sales of high-tech arms to other developing regions of
the world. We need to work hard to convince the president, Congress, State Department,
special interest groups, and the countries themselves that, if properly managed, the pur-
chase of United States military equipment can be an economic and diplomatic force multi-
plier—not a failed policy inevitably damaging and corrosive to our allies whose only ‘crime’

is wanting to increase their national security.

“You can help us with this Cam,” Buzz concluded.
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Cam smiled, stood up and shook Buzz’s hand. “Thank you for the time, Buzz. I now have

the unenviable job of putting the whole picture together for my new boss, a new political ap-

pointee, fresh off his Texas ranch. Buzz, I have to tell you, there are a lot of people who

think differently from the Pentagon. If you want the F-16 sale to go through, you have your

work cut out for you.”

With that, Cam made the long walk to the Pentagon concourse for a quick cup of coffee

with some old friends. He then hurried down the escalator to the Metro to catch a train back

to his office at the State Department. As the train rumbled over the Potomac River, Cam

tried to think of a way to organize the results of his research and present the many diverse

and conflicting views to his new boss. President Bush had endorsed President Clinton’s de-

cision to sell the F-16 fighter to Chile—he now had to be reminded of the political minefield

created by the controversial endorsement.
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Somalia Il
RICHARD J. NORTON

DR Jim Sherman, USN stared at the piles of documents and notes on his desk
and sighed. It was going to be a long night. Still, he told himself, there was no
real grounds for complaint. He had been given four days to put this brief
together—that was almost a luxurious amount of time. Especially with his

current boss.

BGEN Hamlin was known in the Department of Defense (DoD) for being a “go-getter”
and a “forward thinker.” He got that reputation by keeping his staff hopping, reacting to
ideas that flew from the general’s mind in a steady stream. Three days ago the general had

caught Jim coming out of the men’s room and delivered a classic “on the fly” tasking.

“Oh, Jim! I was hoping to see you.” The general had beamed. “I've been thinking about
Afghanistan. With the Taliban defeated and al Qaeda coming apart, it seems clear that we
may wind up in some post-war, nation-building program. To me, it sounds like Somalia and
mission creep all over again. I need you to first put a briefing together on what happened in
Somalia. Tell me who was involved, tell me why the mission grew. Then we’ll compare the

two situations. I’d hate to see us make the same mistake.”

At first Jim found the going easy. There was a lot of material on Somalia. The interven-
tion had happened far enough in the past that more than a few books had been written
about the operation, but yet recent enough that most of the participants were alive and
ready to talk about things. Jim was also lucky in being able to track down some fairly knowl-
edgeable personal sources of information. The first person he sought out was Dr. Marti Van
Buren, who had once been in his company at Annapolis. Marti had left the Navy as soon as
her obligated service was up, got a Ph.D., and plunged into the world of D.C. think tanks.
She was currently a senior researcher at the Brookings Institute. They spent a half day walk-

ing about the mall discussing Somalia.

“The first thing to remember is that Bill Clinton inherited Somalia from George Bush. I
know you’re not looking at the Bush decision to get us involved in the first place but there are
a few vital points to bear in mind.! Both President Bush and United Nations (UN) Secretary-
General Boutros Boutros-Ghali believed that the end of the Cold War oftered a golden op-
portunity for the UN to live up to the promise of its charter and take a much more proactive
role in peace operations.? In order to make this work, the United States was going to have to
shoulder major leadership responsibilities in such matters. Somalia, a failed state, caught in

the grip of warlords and famine, seemed tailor-made for action. In December 1992, under
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cover of UN Security Council Resolution 794, Bush sent in the Unified Task Force
(UNITAF). UNITAF had UN blessing, but was a United States led operation all the way.® Tt

was a classic George Bush operation—a highly polished and efficient effort.

“In accordance with the Powell doctrine, overwhelming force was landed on the beaches
of Mogadishu. Within days relief supplies were flowing to distant refugee camps and the
local warlords hunkered down and got out of the way. Matching the show of military muscle
was a polished diplomatic effort. The United States military commanders, most notably Ma-
rine Corps Generals Robert Johnson and Anthony Zinni, were extremely sensitive to local
conditions and in executing their stated mission. Accordingly, senior U.S. leaders on scene
actively resisted doing anything that might diminish their claim to neutrality.* Together
with Ambassador-at-Large Robert Oakley, who was serving as a U.S. special envoy to Soma-
lia, senior U.S. leaders made contact with the various warlords and faction leaders. A “Joint
Military Committee” (JMC) formed an essential part of the U.S. diplomatic effort.” The
committee consisted of senior United States and UN officials as well as the leader of each of
the various clans and factions. Although the daily JMC meeting frequently took up a lot of
time and often discussed rather trivial matters it was an important avenue of communica-
tion. The JMC also provided a way to defuse several potentially troublesome situations,
some of which concerned occasions when UN forces had to fire on armed clansmen.® Back
in Washington, a senior Policy Coordination Committee, (PCC) met often to discuss events
in Somalia and Somalia was frequently discussed at the National Security Council (NSC)

Principals Committee meetings.”

Jim looked puzzled for a moment, then brightened. “ Oh yeah, PCC was the Bush term
for an interagency working group.” He realized Marti had stopped speaking. “Sorry. Go on.”

Marti continued. “By January, there was no doubt that the Somalia intervention was a
success. Wherever UNITAF forces went, there was order. Food distribution was on-going.®
Famine had been averted and planting crops had begun. Private markets reappeared and
ships began calling at the ports of Mogadishu and Kismayo. Somali refugees began to re-

turn to from neighboring states.’
“Marti, this is old news. I'm interested in mission-creep.” Jim complained.

“Keep your shirt on. We’re getting to that. Enter the Clintons. The fact that the Somalia
intervention was being well conducted did not stop the Clinton team from criticizing as-
pects of the operation, even after Candidate Clinton became President-elect Clinton.'"
While generally approving the Bush decision to intervene, the in-coming national security
team argued that a greater role should have been played by the UN. Their preferred solu-
tion would be to turn the operation over to the UN and then get the maximum number of
U.S. troops out of the country. This was precisely what UN Resolution 794 had called for
from the beginning but Clinton spokesmen made it clear that they felt the transition was

taking too long.!!

“So, the Clinton team’s plan for Somalia was to turn it over to the UN and get out as

quickly as possible, leaving only a small ‘footprint’ of U.S. troops behind. UNITAF would



Norton 169

become UN Operations in Somalia II (UNISOM II). Originally, it was hoped that the
turn-over could take place shortly after the inauguration, but getting the UN forces identi-
fied and prepared took longer than anticipated and UNISOM II was not actually stood up
until March 1993. But even then the United States maintained nearly eighteen thousand

troops in country assigned to the U.S. Joint Task Force in Somalia.

“There were several reasons for the delay. There were the usual difficulties in logistics.
But there were also concerns that were continually raised by the secretary-general. From the
beginning, Boutros Boutros-Ghali saw UN action in Somalia as a nation-building exercise.
As the former Egyptian deputy foreign minister for the upper reaches of the Nile,
Boutros-Ghali believed he had exceptional insight into what was required. He had long ar-
gued that the warlords would have to be disarmed and that UN troops would have to carry
out this mission.'? This was a very sensitive topic. The UN had facilitated such efforts be-
fore, notably in South America. But those disarmament campaigns had been carried out
with a limited number of actors who had agreed to the program. In Somalia, none of the
clans were willing to voluntarily give up their weapons. The Bush team, fearing a radical
change in the scope and nature of the mission, had flatly refused to get involved in disarm-
ing any Somalis except those that posed a direct threat to relief columns or UN troops."?
This arrangement had worked reasonably well. The warlords got to keep their guns, but

only if they kept them out of the way of the Americans.

Marti glanced at a group of tourists heading for the Smithsonian, then continued. “With
Boutros Boutros-Ghali’s prodding them along, the Security Council approved UNISOM I1.
Its mandate was authorized under Chapter VII of the UN Charter, making it, in
Boutros-Ghali’s words “the UN’s first peace enforcement mission.”'* As you should know,
UN forces which carry out operations under Chapter VII are permitted to use force to ac-
complish the mission, thus the blue helmets in Somalia would be equipped and ready to
fight. UNISOM IT’s assigned missions specifically included disarming the clans; punishing
anyone who violated the required cease-fire; conducting a massive de-mining campaign;
and facilitating the return and resettlement of Somali refugees. All of these conditions, and
much more, were spelled out in UN Security Council Resolution 814 of 26 March 1993.'% As
a member of the Security Council, Madeline Albright, the U.S. ambassador to the UN,

voted for the resolution.

“The level and nature of United States participation in the operation was also a matter of
political negotiation and importance. The secretary-general wanted the United States
deeply committed to this effort. However, the Clinton team was reluctant to place U.S. com-
bat forces under UN leadership, even though the administration’s first National Security
Strategy would admit to such a possibility.'® At its height UNISOM II fielded 29,284 troops
from twenty-nine countries, but only a small section of U.S. logistics personnel were as-
signed to UNISOM I1.'7 However, 17,700 U.S. personnel assigned to the U.S. Joint Task
Force in Somalia, remained in country. Although not under UN command, this force oper-
ated in conjunction with UNISOM II personnel and contained a Quick Reaction Force

(QRF) that was supposed to respond to any emergency situation that might arise.'®
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“It was also decided that the second in command of UNISOM II forces should be from
the United States. The secretary-general wanted this arrangement because he thought it
would ‘lock in’ United States support and participation. It would also provide him with a

valuable channel of communication into the heart of the Clinton White House.?

Marti shook her head. “The Clinton team didn’t see it quite the same way. They believed
that the second in command would be able to keep the UN reined in. He could also facili-
tate the hoped for draw down of U.S. forces. His presence would also alleviate some United
States concerns about the UN chain of command and the possibility that U.S. troops would
be under foreign commanders. Basically both Boutros Boutros-Ghali and President Clinton

believed they would have a man on the inside.*

“National Security Advisor Tony Lake hand-picked retired Admiral Jonathan Howe,
USN to serve as deputy UN commander.?! Renowned for a keen intellect, Howe had distin-
guished himself as Ronald Reagan’s deputy national security advisor, however, he had no
significant experience working with the UN, with Africa or with Somalia.?? Howe was also
often described as imperial and autocratic. After the UN took over in March, one of the first
things Howe did was suspend the JMC.?* Another thing was to initiate attempts to disarm

the rival clans.

“On 27 March 1993 a document known as the reconciliation agreement was signed at a UN
sponsored meeting in Addis Abba, Ethiopia. Fifteen of the main Somali factions were pres-
ent, as were Somali clan elders, leaders of Somali community and women’s organizations.g4
All present agreed to a two-year transition plan that would result in the establishment of a
new central Somali government. Key to the plan was agreement that substantial disarma-

ment would have to take place within the next ninety days.?

“This proved to be easier said than done. It seemed as though every armed Somali re-
sisted being disarmed. The clans claimed they required weapons to protect their power and
many individual Somalis felt they needed weapons to protect themselves.?® As the resis-
tance to UN-led disarmament grew, some of the local UN military commanders began re-
ceiving specific instructions from their home governments, forbidding them to conduct
offensive or disarming operations against the Somalis.?” Yet Boutros-Ghali and Howe in-
sisted that this needed to be done. The United States Quick Reaction Force (QRF) provided
an answer to the problem. Not only were the Americans allowed to perform the missions,
but they were among the very best troops available to the UN commander. Accordingly, the
QRF shouldered an ever increasing share of the “disarming burden.”?® The forces of Mo-
hammed Farah Aidid were among the first clans targeted. While there were logical reasons
for this, it was also true that Boutros Boutros-Ghali and Aidid had a long-standing history of
enmity dating back to Boutros-Ghali’s days with the Egyptian Foreign Ministry. In fact, they
hated each other.

“Aidid protested that the disarmament of his forces placed him at an unfair advantage
and made it clear he would not accept unilateral disarmament. Soon after, several Italian
soldiers attached to UNISOM II were killed when they inadvertently approached a hidden
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heavy arms cache belonging to Aidid.?” In an effort to avoid further such confrontations,
the Ttalians began direct negotiations with Aidid’s forces.*’

“As U.S. forces became more and more active, allied contingents became more and more
annoyed. The Americans were perceived as being unwilling to listen to other military opin-
ions, as well as arrogant and condescending to their allies. The French and Italians were es-

pecially aggrieved.”!

“On 5 June 1993, twenty-four Pakistani troops were killed in an attack by Aidid’s
troops.*? The Pakistanis had one of the largest military contingents in the county, as well as
most of the armor at the UN’s disposal. The attack was conducted in response to the search-
ing of one of Aidid’s heavy weapons storage sites.*® The attack was a incontrovertible signal
that Aidid did not see the UN force as neutral and was serious about resisting being dis-
armed. Later that month an independent investigation of the situation, led by Professor
Tom Farer of the American University in Washington, D.C., concluded that only Aidid’s

forces had the motive, means and opportunity to carry out the attack.*

“The United States and the UN reacted swiftly. The UN Security Council, passed Resolu-
tion 837 calling for all necessary measures to be taken against those responsible for the at-
tack.” The resolution also reaffirmed the need to disarm the factions and to “neutralize”
radio stations urging resistance to UNISOM forces.*® Once again the United States voted
for the resolution. This was met with support from Tony Lake.?” In fact, the U.S. Depart-
ment of State provided most of the resolution’s wording. No one in the administration dis-
agreed with the resolution, including President Clinton, who was briefed on the issue.’® In
an unprecedented move, the UN placed a price on Aidid’s head, offering $25,000 to any-
one who brought him in. Although the offer originated in Admiral Howe’s office, the deci-

sion to authorize this move was the secretary-general’s®?

“Initial moves against Aidid were quickly carried out by the QRF. They appeared to work
so well that the president publicly spoke about Somalia. On 17 June 1993, he declared that
operations against Aidid had been successful. In an address to the press the president stated
that the United States had “crippled the forces in Mogadishu of warlord Aidid.”*’ The

words sounded good, and the president may well have believed them, but they were wrong.

“Aidid’s forces were far from broken. Howe requested additional U.S. troops be made
available, including the highly lethal and secretive Delta Force. The request caused consid-
erable debate among the Joint Chiefs of Staff, although the NSC staff was strongly in favor
of the idea."!

“On 8 August 1993, four U.S. servicemen were killed when their vehicle was destroyed by
aremotely activated mine. The attack took place in an area controlled by Aidid’s forces. The
Joint Staff now recommended sending in a Special Operations Task Force which would in-
clude members of Delta Force. General Powell endorsed the request and recommended ap-
proval to Secretary Aspin. Powell also called Lake who agreed that Delta should go in, just
as the NSC staff had wanted.*? Although no meeting was held, the geographically scattered
principals discussed the issue through a series of phone calls and decided that the Task
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Force should be sent. The president, who was on vacation in Martha’s Vineyard was in-
formed of the discussion by an NSC staffer who was in his entourage. The president allowed

the decision to stand.*?

“The presence of Delta operators and U.S. Rangers, collectively identified as “Task
Force Ranger,” complicated matters for the forces already in Somalia. For one thing, Task
Force Ranger was not under local command, but reported directly to General Hoar, the
commander in chief of the U.S. Central Command (CENTCOM).** Local commanders fre-
quently had no idea what Task Force Ranger was up to. Another problem was that both the
Task Force Ranger had different cultures and attitudes than the rest of the peace-keeping
forces. Finally, the first two operations that Task Force Ranger carried out were embarrass-
ing failures. In each case the target house was incorrectly identified. Rather than attacking
Aidid strongholds, Task Force Ranger hit a UN villa and the home of a friendly former
chief of the Mogadishu police.*®

“Failure to bring Aidid to task began to sour the Clinton foreign policy team’s attitude to-
ward the effort. Accordingly, the Clinton administration began pursuing a different avenue
in regards to Somalia.*® They began to press for a UN-led diplomatic solution. The military
option did not seem to be working, or more precisely didn’t seem to offer a way out and it
had begun to look as though twenty thousand U.S. troops might be required to deploy to
Bosnia as part of a comprehensive peace package. UN Ambassador Madeline Albright, Sec-
retary of State Warren Christopher and eventually the president himself began putting
pressure on Boutros Boutros-Ghali to find a political solution.*’ The secretary-general as-
sured the U.S. leaders that he was working hard for just such solution. To observers in
Washington, this appeared to be typical bureaucratic inertia. In reality it was a deliberate
effort by the secretary-general to give Task Force Ranger more time to kill or capture
Aidid.*® Thus a strange, almost schizophrenic, series of actions ensued with military forces
trying to bring Aidid to justice, while at the same time he was being approached with an eye
to negotiation. Tony Lake and others publicly explained that this was a deliberate effort to
apply “pressure all across the spectrum.”®® And, even at this late date, Aidid was seeking
some method that would allow him to rejoin the nation-building effort, and avoid punish-

ment for actions that he claimed were taken in self-defense.?®

“Task Force Ranger raids continued through August and September, netting the occa-
sional Aidid lieutenant, but getting no closer to the man himself.! Then came the 3 Octo-
ber raid in which eighteen members of Task Force Ranger were killed, and one taken
prisoner. The Quick Reaction Force also had an additional two soldiers killed and two
Malyasian soldiers also lost their lives in the ensuing battle.”* When the dust settled, all you

heard were cries of outrage at mission creep.

Jim reviewed his notes on their way to the Metro stop. “Marti, tell me when it became in-

evitable. When was U.S. policy doomed to failure in Somalia?”

She stopped. “Tough question. Some will say when George Bush said “go.” I think that’s

wrong. The Bush experience with Somalia has to be rated a success. Others would point to
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the moment when the UN took over and initiated disarmament, but I have reservations
about that too. Just because the UN was running the show, didn’t mean the United States
had lost all ability to act. Most would say it was when we began going after Aidid—when the
price was put on his head. That’s pretty defensible, although the fact that Aidid was trying to
work something out at the end indicates to me that, even then, we didn’t have to wind up
with eighteen dead Rangers and a policy failure. So I'd say the point you're asking about
happened pretty late in the game. But I do know this. The president could have turned it all
off with a single phone call. All he had to do was order the secretary of defense to have our

forces stand down from offensive actions. That never happened.”

The next day, Jim had lunch with Charlie Fairbanks. Charlie worked for the Washington
Post, covering Capitol Hill. Each had a child in the same pre-school and they had initially
met through their wives. Charlie had agreed to keep the conversation off the record, in re-
turn for the understanding that he might write something comparing Somalia to Afghani-
stan if he thought there was any merit in doing so. He promised to keep any mention of Jim,
or military efforts along the same lines, out of his story. After providing Charlie a copy of his
unclassified notes, Jim asked why the press had stopped covering Somalia after Clinton
took over the White House.

“I know people, even people who were on the ground in Mogadishu, think we did stop
reporting on Somalia.’® But the truth is, if you go back and take just three major pa-
pers—the Los Angeles Times, The New York Times and The Washington Post, you will find that
there is usually one story about Somalia per day. The coverage gets even deeper when you
include other U.S papers and the international press.’* I'll be the first to admit that there
was less total coverage than during the Bush invasion and the famine, but the notion that

the world press failed to document changes of mission and events in Somalia just isn’t so.”
But you can’t say U.S. public opinion was energized after January.” Jim interrupted.

Charlie agreed. “That’s so. You can lead a reader to an article, but you can’t make him
think. Still, look at it from the point of view of John Q. Public. Somalia is a success story. We
moved in, stopped the famine and cowed the warlords. Publicly, the UN said everything was
going okay. Publicly, the president and his foreign policy wonks say everything was going
okay. The common denominator between “feed the starving of Somalia” and “build the na-
tion of Somalia” is that “warlords are bad.” And we are easily able to handle them—that’s
what DoD was saying. Besides, there is no large Somali-American contingent in the United
States. Somali supermodel Imam and other celebrity spokespeople who had help publicize
the famine apparently lost interest after we went in, and there was absolutely no United

States economic interest in Somalia.”

Charlie then held up held up his hands and ticked points off on his fingers.” One, there
were less than twenty thousand U.S. soldiers in Somalia and hardly any were getting hurt.
Unless you happened to be related to one of them, it was nothing to fret about—not like the
World Trade Center. Two, no one was feeling the Somalia story in their pocketbook. Three,

there were no more pictures of starving babies. Food was flowing, crops were growing. Four,
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we were going after the bad warlords who were standing in the way of peace and prosperity.
These guys were why we went in the first place and were seen as no match for the heroes of
Desert Storm. Five, the Clinton team was shooting itself in the foot almost every time it
turned around and that was a lot more fun to watch. We had everything from Nanny-gate to
the $200 dollar haircut to the Vince Foster suicide.’® Result? Somalia was a ho-hum issue.
Until they killed eighteen of us at one time and dragged U.S. bodies through the streets of
Mogadishu. That got the public’s attention.”

Jim had to agree. Charlie was abrasive and arrogant, but usually made sense. “What

about Congress? Why didn’t they do anything?”

Charlie cracked his knuckles. “Who said they didn’t? But, don’t forget that the congres-
sional herd is motivated by the same basic influences as their constituents. If the folks back
home don’t care about Somalia, your average congressman isn’t going to either. But there
were some who did. For example, about the time that the UN was putting a price on Aidid,
Robert Byrd (D-WV), Sam Nunn (D-GA) and others were starting to make critical noises
about Somalia looking like an open-ended commitment.®® Still, it’s not all that surprising
that about that same time, Clinton started pushing for a diplomatic solution to the Aidid

problem.

“But I digress. Congress was also looking at Bosnia. Byrd and others were saying in so
many words, “You get one big peace operation Mr. President. You want 20,000 troops in
Bosnia, you get 20,000 troops out of Somalia.” But all in all, Congress was pretty quiet until

after Mogadishu. Then they unloaded on the White House and Aspin.

The two friends parted company, Jim feeling a little disappointed that Charlie couldn’t
provide more information. It was as if the U.S. public and its congressional representatives
had simply not bothered to read or understand what was happening in Somalia after Janu-
ary 1994.

A day later Jim spent a couple of hours with Schuyler Colfax. Colfax had been on the
Clinton NSC staff through both terms. Jim and he had worked on a classified project during
an earlier tour in Washington. Now retired, the formerly reserved Colfax proved exception-
ally forthcoming. Jim had once again explained his tasking and asked Colfax how the
Clinton administration had allowed themselves to be surprised by what was happening on

the ground in Somalia.

Colfax exploded with a snort. “Surprised!? Listen, Jim, in the wake of Mogadishu every-

5

one from the president on down ran around yelling “Oh, why didn’t I know?” and “If we
only had known.” Let me tell you, they did the same thing with Rwanda and it wasn’t any

more true then. At this point, forcing himself to calm down, the former staffer started over.

“To understand Somalia, you have to understand the Clinton administration during the
first year in office. In fact, you have to start before that. During the campaign, the Clinton
team was spectacularly effective. Their instincts were sure, their tactics powerful and their

cohesion enviable. A measure of how good they were is seen in the kinds of obstacles they
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dealt with on the way to the White House. They were also young and mostly lacked real D.C.
experience. Those who had once held real jobs in government had been away from them
for a long time. Above all, they were so focused on getting into office, that they didn’t pre-

pare what to do when they actually got there.®’

“So, rather than hitting the ground running as most observers expected, they hit the
ground fumbling. In part this was because there was a huge, multi-faceted agenda the presi-
dent, the first lady and the Clinton team wanted to get at. These included such massive chal-
lenges as providing universal, national health care. And there were still the familiar, less
exciting, but still critical, tasks like filling presidential appointments.’® The administra-
tion’s lack of experience showed as members of the team began moving in a lot of different
directions at once. It was like a three ring circus without a ring master. Since we're on the
subject of Somalia, did you know that it was not discussed even once during a Principals
Committee meeting until after the October fire fight? Other concerns always seemed more

important.

“And don’t forget what a turn-over of presidents is like in the White House and NSC. Ev-
erything gets taken away. There is no pass down material. We were looking at empty desks,
empty computer disks and empty filing cabinets. In retrospect we should have called in ex-

perts and gone to the interagency process for background information and continuity.”
“I take it that wasn’t done?” said Jim.

Colfax shook his head. “No. The experts were all Republicans or had been on the Repub-
licans’ teams. How would that look? Take Somalia again. Robert Oakley was the most
knowledgeable guy around, but he had been Bush’s guy. So no one talked to him until after
the October firefight.”® And the IWGs were pretty much all swept away. The Clinton leader-
ship wanted a clean sweep. It’s not an uncommon attitude among the newly elected. So the

Somalia IWG went away and a lot of knowledge went with it.

“If Oakley was too political to consult, why not talk to General Johnston or Zinni?” Jim
asked. “Everything I've seen indicates he knew the situation better than anyone except

maybe Oakley.”

“Ah, well that brings up another first year problem—the relation of President Clinton to
the U.S. military. Remember, the president was terribly vulnerable where his military expe-
rience was concerned. He had no military service on any kind and his record of avoiding the
draft did not win him any friends in the Pentagon.®® Another problem, one that cut deeply
inside the Clinton security team, concerned gays in the military. Candidate Clinton had
vowed to rescind the Executive Order which denied openly gay Americans the ability to
serve in the armed forces. This decision infuriated the various service chiefs and General
Colin Powell, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.®! Powell felt so strongly about the
matter that he arranged a meeting with the president-elect where he spelled out how
strongly he and the other Joint Chiefs would fight lifting the ban. The result was a compro-
mise, the policy of ‘don’t ask, don’t tell.” This didn’t reduce the Joint Chiefs’ fears of being

used for a variety of new missions, social experiments and so on. It also did not alleviate the
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administration’s view that military leadership was reactionary and antagonistic from a polit-

ical point of view.%? Colfax paused.

“And then it got worse. In a chance meeting between Dee Dee Meyers, the White House
press secretary and Air Force General Barry McCaffrey, Meyers icily told the general “I
don’t talk to the military.”®® It was a deliberate snub.

“That was Meyers?”

“Indeed it was, although it took a long time before her name came out. From the mili-
tary’s point of view, this was seen as confirmation of their worst nightmares. A senior
Clinton official, who by the way was decades younger than the general, who lacked the
slightest military experience and who was female, had apparently dismissed and “dissed” all
of them, their values and their contribution. Word of the insult flew like wildfire among the
flag community. Attitudes hardened. It was clear that the administration had little feel for
the military community or culture. The president even had to be taught how to salute prop-
erly.% And there were those in the administration who were convinced that the military was
not above trying to intentionally embarrass the president.”> These may seem like small
things; they really were small things, but their cumulative effect was to strain potentially vi-

tal relationships.”
“Couldn’t General Powell have smoothed things over?”

“To answer that, I'll have to talk about a few personalities. Let’s start with the president.
To his credit, he’s brilliant and that’s not a term I toss around lightly. He’s also got an in-
credibly forceful personality. Pundits talk about how well he works from a podium—well,
multiply that by ten when he’s in a more personal situation. He’s also quick to anger and has
an explosive temper. While president, he hated getting bad news and was prone to flare up
at anyone who brought him some. Like most people in the heat of the moment he some-
times forgot if he had been told about a situation earlier or if he had said something that
eventually turned out wrong. You know, like when you forget you told your teenager he or
she can borrow the car and then yell at them for taking it when you needed to go golfing. To
President Clinton’s credit most people say that once he blew up at someone, there were no
lingering hard feelings. It might simply have been a form of venting. But the rage and the
tirades were hard on his staff and anyone who has worked for someone like that will tell you

it doesn’t make delivering unpleasant information a sought after job.%

“And you can’t forget that President Clinton was focused strongly on domestic issues.
Fixing problems at home was what he viewed as his electoral mandate. Inside the borders
was where he wanted to work. His foreign policy team would carry the load outside those

borders.

“On paper that team seemed strong enough. Warren Christopher, the secretary of state,
had served as deputy secretary of state under Jimmy Carter and had negotiated the return
of the Iranian hostages. Madeline Albright, the U.S. ambassador to the UN was widely re-
garded in the field of international relations. National Security Advisor Anthony Lake had a
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reputation for toughness and for principled, ethical behavior. Secretary of Defense Les
Aspin came from decades of experience in Congress and was regarded as an expert on mili-
tary matters. General Powell rounded out this powerful group. Of course, only Powell had

any recent experience in the Executive Branch of government.

“While Christopher seemed to prefer a traditional approach to statecraft, Albright and
Lake believed in aggressive multi-lateralism. The Clinton policy of engagement and en-
largement owed much to their ideas. Where Colin Powell had a rather narrowly defined
conception of when military force should be used, Lake, Aspin and Albright believed the
U.S. military should be used for a much wider variety of missions, including humanitarian
assistance.%” Lake and Christopher were also highly competitive when it came to driving
foreign policy. Lake was very interested in issues dealing with Africa, where Christopher was
oriented more toward Europe and Asia. This at times led to some sparks between them. But

that was nothing compared to the friction between Les Aspin and Colin Powell.

“Powell’s actions during the episode over gays in the military did not sit well with Les
Aspin, Clinton’s new secretary of defense. Aspin complained that Powell had overstepped
the boundaries of his job and had actually been insubordinate. Powell privately thought
Aspin was not a good secretary of defense.%® Although the two men tried to give an appear-

ance of collegiality, there was a significant underlying personality conflict.%

“General Powell was, to put it bluntly, too powerful a political figure. He was beloved by
the American people. When it came down to any matter that involved the military, Powell
had more credibility than his bosses. The Clinton team was also leery of the power and in-
fluence that he and other senior military leaders would be able to exert on Capitol Hill.”"
From the beginning, political advisors to the president marked Powell as a potential chal-
lenger in the 1996 election and began collecting material that could be used to counter a

Powell campaign.”!

“T'o make matters worse, Aspin was encountering friction from more sources than Colin
Powell. The new secretary had widely been regarded as a defense expert when he was a con-
gressman on Capitol Hill. But his professorial style, sloppy suits, and meandering meetings
did not sit well with the culture of DoD.”? Also, Aspin believed the Powell Doctrine was
flawed. Rather then using a sledge hammer to crack a walnut, Aspin argued a nut-cracker
should suffice. This did not go down well with military leaders who had come to view the
Powell doctrine as the best guidelines for the employment of U.S. military muscle.”> Had
Aspin been more autocratic, more authoritarian; had he chopped oftf a few heads, he might

have brought the Defense Department to heel. But he did not work that way.”*

“At first, despite all the differences of personality and the friction, there was no disagree-
ment over what to do about Somalia. That the UN should ‘run Somalia’ was a strong point
of agreement between Tony Lake, Madeline Albright and Boutros Boutros Ghali. Each saw
Somalia as the first great success story of the administration’s foreign policy and the new
role of the UN.” It is doubtful whether Bill Clinton saw the matter in exactly the same light,
but it does appear clear that he wanted Somalia to be settled. Having the UN take over the
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operation would do just that—especially, if remaining U.S. troops could then be drawn

down to a minimum level, or better yet, withdrawn entirely.”
“How informed were theses key players about events in Somalia?”

Colfax smiled. “Very informed. Oh, sure, after 3 October everyone was running around
denying knowledge, but that isn’t borne out by the facts. U.S. military leaders were filing re-
ports up the chain of command every day.”® A status on Somalia was provided Tony Lake on
a daily basis. Reports were also flowing to Christopher and a mountain of data was going to
the UN Security Council and thus to Ambassador Albright, who voted on each of the resolu-
tions.”” So, for example, it’s clear that everyone knew the hunt for Aidid was being stepped

up.

“In fact, when Admiral Howe and others began to request additional troops, there was
widespread agreement in Washington that this was a good idea. Madeleine Albright and
Warren Christopher were both in favor of the increase as was the Central Intelligence
Agency. The State Department, which had played a key role in the early days of the crisis
had largely been pushed aside by DoD.”® However, State registered no objections. Interest-
ingly, the three most powerful individuals opposed to the idea were Secretary of Defense
Aspin, Chairman Powell and Marine General Joseph Hoar who ran CENTCOM. There
were several reasons for their reluctance. Hoar and Powell wanted to avoid ‘mission
creep.”’® Sending in additional forces would clearly allow for an increased scope of opera-
tions. Also, there would be no hiding the fact that U.S. military forces would be chasing
Aidid. Hoar was concerned that the introduction of such forces would further erode what-
ever neutrality remained to the U.S. force. Finally, Powell and Aspin were astute enough to
see that Congress was becoming increasingly critical of what seemed now to be an
open-ended mission. And the Army was less than thrilled about this new dimension to the

Somalia operation.

The troika of Powell, Aspin and Hoar might have been strong enough to carry the issue,
but shortly after Howe requested reinforcements Aidid’s forces deliberately attacked an

American vehicle, killing the four occupants.80 After that, Task Force Ranger was going in.”
“What about the local guys requesting additional tanks? Didn’t Aspin say no?” Jim asked.

Colfax let out a long sigh. “I wondered when you would ask about the request for armor.
The short answer is that there was such a request and that Aspin said no to it. Butit’s just not
that simple. The initial request was not just for four M-1 Abrams tanks. Artillery and four

highly advanced Cobra helicopters were also included.”®!

“I didn’t know that. What happened?”

“General Hoar disapproved the artillery request. He and the CENTCOM staft felt it had
no utility in the environment of Mogadishu. In this environment it would be an aggressive,
not a defensive, weapon and its use would inevitably cause casualties among non-combatants.®

He did positively endorse the request for the helicopters and the tanks.
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“Somewhere going up the line the helicopters fell off the table. It turned out there were
only fifty of these particular helicopters in existence at the time and they were all in Korea.
In the words of a friend on the Army staff “Where the real war could break out.”

“My friend also reminded me that there is no such thing as a request for only four tanks
or four helicopters. A great big bunch of logistics and material support comes along with
them. The Army didn’t like this idea at all. Remember, they wanted to get out of Somalia.
There was also an argument made that if the QRF got these additional capabilities they
would just be assigned more challenging and difficult missions. The new platforms would

facilitate mission creep.®®

But the request for tanks did land on Aspin’s desk. General Powell had favorably en-
dorsed it, but didn’t say anything when the secretary said no.”

“That seems odd. Any idea why not?”

“Probably because he was on the eve of retiring. His relief was taking over. Some say the
chairman had already checked out.8* I don’t know that was the case, but it’s clear that he

had a great deal else going on.

“As far as Aspin’s decision, I'll simply point out a few facts. He was trying to get the United
States out of Somalia and was very worried about mission creep. There was already armor as-
signed to UNISOM forces. These were Pakistani tanks.* They weren’t as advanced as the
Abrams, but were certainly up to whatever the Somalis could throw at them. And the Abrams
required a big support contingent. The final point I'll make in this regard is that Aspin said
no ten days before 3 October.®® Even if he had said yes, it is highly unlikely any armor would
have been in Mogadishu in time for the battle. After the fire fight, Aspin was besieged with

questions about the tanks. He never really gave a coherent answer as to his reasoning.®’

“That’s fascinating.” Jim looked pensive. Then he asked a final question. “Okay, I under-
stand about the tanks, now. That was Aspin’s call. But how much information about Somalia

as arule actually got to the president? Did he make the big decisions or was it someone else?”

“It’s clear a lot of information did get to President Clinton. What’s not so clear is how that
information was packaged. The answer to your question also depends on what you mean by
“decide.” In the Navy you have a concept known as ‘command by negation,’ right? As I un-
derstand it, you tell your boss what you are doing and what you are going to do and as long
as you aren’t told no, you can do it? If not stopping something is a decision, then yes, the

president did make the decisions.”

Now it was time to put the research together. Jim sighed. The situation involving mission
creep in Somalia was a lot more complicated and messy than he had assumed it was. He didn’t
know how applicable the events of 1994 would be to those of 2002. He didn’t even know if
he could explain the events of 1994 by themselves. But he knew he would have to try.
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Rwanda
RICHARD J. NORTON

he renewal of the Rwandan Civil War in April 1994, and the genocide that accom-
panied it, presented the Clinton administration with one of the most perplexing
and difficult decision-making situations a United States president can be asked to
deal with. Should the armed forces of the United States be committed to combat op-

erations when United States values, but not United States interests, are at stake?'

The Clinton administration never answered this question directly, although a decision to
deploy military forces to the region was reached in late July of 1994, after the civil war and
genocide in Rwanda had ended. The administration’s actions in regard to Rwanda continue
to be hotly debated within the nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), academic and po-
litical communities. Given the continuing possibility of genocidal violence not only in the
Great Lakes region of Africa, but also in other parts of the globe, a study of the events lead-

ing to the president’s decision could be of unusual utility.

In order to understand the decision-making process involving Rwanda, it is first neces-
sary to provide a brief historical background of the events leading up to and following April
1994.%2 Rwanda is a small state. Roughly half the size of Maryland, it was a German colonial
possession from 1899 until 1916. The Belgians then became Rwanda’s colonial rulers and

remained in power until 1962.

Two ethnic groups, the Hutu and the Tutsi, dominate the Rwandan population. The
Hutu comprise the numerically larger group. European colonists fostered a sense of superi-
ority among the Tutsi and, in time, the Tutsi became the comprador class of Rwanda.* De-
vices such as the establishment of a national identity card system in 1933 solidified racial
identities, despite a tradition of intermarriage, common language, diet, and cultural heri-

tage.’ In time assimilation and elevation became “next to impossible.”®

In the late 1950s, as independence and national elections drew closer, the Belgians real-
ized a rise in Hutu power was inevitable and as a result the Tutsis were essentially aban-
doned.” In 1959 rebellion broke out. The Belgians made no move to help their former allies
and the result was a bloodbath (while casualty estimates would vary from 10,000 to 100,000,

the savagery of the action would serve as an eerie precursor to the mayhem of 1994.)

In contrast to Rwanda, the Tutsi in Burundi remained in power following independence.
In Burundi the population distribution was more equal and the Tutsi dominated the mili-
tary. Ironically, the behaviors of the Hutu elite in Rwanda and the Tutsi elite in Burundi

have been very similar.®



184 Rwanda

From 1959 on, Tutsis fled Rwanda. Two great waves of refugees entered Uganda. The
first entered in 1959, the second in 1962.° The total numbers of refugees crossing the

Uganda border may have reached as high as two-hundred thousand.

Life in Uganda under the Obote and Amin regimes was not easy. The suffering the Rwandan
Tutsi Diaspora experienced, increased their prevalent determination to return to Rwanda.
As the second generation of Tutsi ex-patriots came of age, enlisting in the revolutionary

army of Yoweri Museveni provided them an accelerated opportunity to do just that.'”

Museveni’s army was, in comparison with other forces in the region, highly disciplined
and professional. In the successful effort to overthrow Obote in 1986, its Rwandan soldiers
gained both combat and leadership experience.!! When the war as over the Tutsi fighters
would leave Museveni’s service and form the core combat cadres of Rwandan Patriotic
Front (RPF).!2

While Tutsi refugees were settling in Uganda, the one-party state in Rwanda was becom-
ing increasingly corrupt and ruled by patronage. Tutsi guerrilla raids brought fierce repri-
sals and pogroms were common. (Two massive purges occurred in 1963 and 1967.) In 1973
all Tutsis were purged from Rwandan universities as part of an overarching program to
drive them from all educational institutions."?

Also in 1973 Rwandan military Chief of Staff Juvenal Habyarimana staged a coup under
the pretext of restoring social order. Although presenting the appearance of positive social
change, Habyarimana simply replaced a corrupt set of Hutu rulers with a new set of corrupt
Hutu rulers. These were predominately his friends from the north of Rwanda, traditionally

the most chauvinistic of all Hutu nationalists.'* The new elite was known as the Akazu.'®

Once in power, Habyarimana and his cronies set about draining the country’s resources
while continuing to blatantly discriminate against the Tutsis. The Tutsis also served as con-

venient scapegoats. When Hutu complaints were raised, the regime blamed the Tutsis.

But scapegoating had its limits. Eventually crops collapsed. Migration and social up-
heaval spread. Western donors who had been generous with aid, only to have it siphoned off
in a variety of ways, began to demand more stringent accounting.'® With funding drying up
the Akazu found if increasingly difficult to buy the loyalty of the army and the civil service.
Suggestions that Rwanda should democratize horrified the elites, as this would mean the

end of their system of clients and patronage.'”

By 1990 the RPF staged a significant offensive. As many as 7,000 RPF troops may have at-
tacked into Rwanda.'® The Habyarimana regime reacted by denouncing Tutsis as fifth col-
umnists and blaming them for any and all government setbacks. Fear and hatred of Tutsis
was actively fomented by the Rwandan government in order to direct the people’s anger at
frustration away from the government. These efforts produced what was to become the
most virulent anti Tutsi propaganda in the history of Rwanda. A civilian militia was formed

and attacks on Tutsis escalated, although this violence did not reach the level of genocide.'®
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However, the violence was not one-sided. Tutsi armed groups were also targeting some
elements of the civilian population. Selective killings had, for all purposes, “become part of

the common coinage of politics.”?"

The Rwandan government’s initial response to RPF success was to dramatically expand
the size of its army. Between 1990 and 1992 the Army of Rwanda grew from a force of 5,000
to one of 30,000. In addition, the Coalition pour la Defense de la Republic (CDR) was formed.
The CDR, a violently Hutu extremist party was opposed to any dialogue with the RPF.?!

However, the twin elements of RPF military success and growing international pressure
for a peaceful resolution eventually forced Habyarimana to embrace compromise. On 26
October, with the aid of Belgium, a cease-fire was brokered between the Rwandan govern-

ment and the RPF. Known as the Gbadolite agreement, it was short-lived.?

In 1991 further political concessions were forced from Habyarimana when he was forced
to agree to the principle of multipart politics.?® Several new political parties sprang into ex-
istence, including the Mouvement Democratique Republicain (MDR) a true Hutu chal-
lenger to the plresident.24 Other parties, some socialist, some moderate, also emerged.
Government and right-wing controlled radio stations and newspapers began an increas-

ingly virulent hate campaign aimed against Tutsis.

On 12 July 1992 significant political progress was at last apparently achieved with the
signing of the Arusha Accords. An associated cease-fire went into effect on 31 July. A buffer
zone, in Rwanda, between the RPF and Rwandan Army front lines was established.?® The
Organization of African Unity (OAU) agreed to provide a “Neutral Military Observer
Group” to monitor the zone.” The Accords also called for a Joint Political Commission to
help implement the cease-fire and a pledge to reach a final peace agreement within twelve

months. A transitional government would take over at this time until new elections could be
held.?®

The cease-fire held more or less until 8 February 1993 when a new outbreak of fighting
occurred. The RPF rapidly seized several objectives in the buffer zone, alleging they were
responding to human rights violations committed by the Rwandan government. The RPF
closed on Kigali airport but were prevented from seizing it when French troops intervened.
The French government, seeing Rwanda as part of Francophone Africa, and being partial
to the Habyarimana government deployed forces to Kigali. Having prevented the RPF cap-
ture of Kigali, the French continued to maintain a sizeable military mission and detachment

of officers in Rwanda.?’

By this stage of the contflict six-hundred thousand Rwandans had become displaced per-
sons, prompting calls for help being made to the UN In response to requests from the gov-
ernments of Rwanda and Uganda a UN observer mission (UNOMUR) was authorized to
deploy along the countries’ mutual 150 kilometer-long border.® The mission was tasked
with reporting and verifying any cross-border provision of assistance to the RPF from
Uganda. The efficacy of this force was doubtful at best. Consisting of only fifty-five person-

nel, UNOMUR was not armed.?" Lacking significant surveillance and transportation assets,
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the UNOMUR forces never possessed the ability to adequately monitor the border.*
Whether acting from a sense of obligation, or a desire to ensure the RPF fighters did not re-

turn, Uganda continued to provide arms and supplies to the RPF in Rwanda.?!

On 24 September 1993 Kofi Annan presented an expanded peacekeeping proposal to
the Security Council. The UN Assistance Mission in Rwanda, or UNAMIR, as the new peace
operation would be called, would not only absorb UNOMUR, but would also bring in 2,458
additional military personnel in four, phased increments.”> On 5 October the Security
Council approved Annan’s proposal, but instructed the secretary-general to “seek econo-
mies.” The UN requested a Canadian general to command the operation.>® The first
troops landed in Rwanda on October. By December 1,260 were on the ground.**
UNAMIR’s mandate was to assist with the delivery of food supplies to the displaced and
expatriated. Monitoring of the Ugandan border and the demilitarized zone (DMZ) would
continue.’ Cease-fire violations would be investigated and the activities of the gendarmerie
and civilian police monitored. Other UNAMIR activities would include mine awareness
training, assisting with resettlement initiatives and in the disengagement, disarming and
demobilization efforts that would follow the end of the war.*

As UNAMIR was getting established, a military coup took over the government of Bu-
rundi. This set a refugee flow of more than 375,000 Hutu moving into Rwanda. As a result,
UNAMIR extended its monitoring patrols into the south. By November, UNAMIR was al-
ready investigating reports of mass killings. The secretary-general realized that UNAMIR
was going to require more troops and more time if it was going to carry out the assigned
mandate. He asked for a six-month extension of the mandate and more peacekeepers.>’ On
6 January 1994 the Security Council passed Security Council Resolution 893, approving the

request.

Although UNAMIR has been criticized in the wake of the genocide, the blue helmets
were not inactive. Nor were they reluctant to gather and report and intelligence. As early as
11 January UNAMIR was reporting plots by the Interhamwe and the CDR to kill large num-
bers of Tutsis.*® Guidance was requested from the UN Department of Peace Keeping Oper-
ations (DPKO). This communication has become known as the genocide telegram.

DPKO responded the same day. UNAMIR was to warn President Habyarimana that he
should investigate the charges and prevent any killings. UNAMIR was informed that while
it could “assist” in arms recovery operations, it was forbidden from “entering into a course

of action which might lead to the use of force and to unanticipated repercussions.”*’

The next day the UN special representative saw Habyarimana. The ambassadors from
the United States, France and Belgium were also briefed by both the special representative
and the UNAMIR force commander. The ambassadors were asked to request their govern-
ments to encourage the Habyarimana administration to grant the UNAMIR/UN request to
prevent killings and confiscate arms. In New York, the UN special advisor briefed the Secu-

rity Council.*
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The situation in Kigali continued to grow increasingly tense. On 3 February UNAMIR
was authorized to engage in a deeper level of participation on arms recovery operations on
a case-by-case basis. By the end of the month the UNAMIR commander had brought an ad-
ditional two-hundred troops in the capitol from the northern demilitarized zone (DMZ).1!

Violence continued to escalate. Boutros Boutros-Ghali continued to pressure Habyari-
mana to get the transitional government in operation. The special representative contin-

ued to meet with the president on a regular basis.

Between 5-7 March additional peace talks were held in Dar Es Salaam. During the talks
both sides agreed to continue the cease-fire. On 14 March the Belgian minister of foreign
affairs warned Boutros Boutros-Ghali in writing of a predicted explosion of violence if the
political deadlock continued. The truce had been renewed on 9 March and the Arusha talks
continued on 15 March. It was expected that the talks would be complete by the first week in
142

April.** The agreement called for the removal of all foreign forces, except those that would

be deployed to Rwanda.*

Other actions forced upon the Rwandan president by the accords included political
power sharing with the RPF, a reduction of presidential powers, and the integration of the
RPF into the Rwandan Army. Under heavy international pressure Habyarimana signed

what he thought was only a political agreement. It was actually also his death warrant.

By late March, UNAMIR had reached its peak manning level of 2,539 troops as a result
of United Nations Security Council Resolution (UNSCR) 893. There was also an addi-
tional component of 60 UN police personnel. Violence continued in Kigali. Despite UN
protests, government forces mined the roads out of the capitol. The special representative
reported that weapons were being distributed to Hutu civilians. All this information was
then reported to the Security Council.*> On 5 April 1994 the Security Council extended the
duration of of UNAMIR. The mission would now run to 29 July. The vote for extension was

unanimous.

On 6 April 1994, Rwandan President Habyarimana, Burundi President Cyprien Ntarya-
mira, and Rwandan Army Chief of Staff Deogratias Nsabimana were returning to Kigali
from the latest round of the Arusha Accords. Their aircraft, a gift from the French, was on fi-
nal approach to the landing field when it was struck by two surface-to-air missiles. All
aboard were killed. Members of Habyarimana’s presidential Guard most likely launched
the missiles.*® More recent reports have suggested that the RPF may have been responsible,

but most scholars have discounted this idea.*’

In the wake of the shootdown, Rwandan authorities acted with speed and well-planned
precision. State radio immediately blamed the RPF for the downing of the presidential jet.
Militia and Army units moved out of their barracks with lists of enemies and maps of their
houses. Roadblocks were set up and manned by Interhamwe gunmen in some cases in less

than half an hour.*®
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Thus began 100 days of genocidal fury and renewed civil war. In those one hundred days
an estimated one million people were hacked, shot, strangled, clubbed, and burned to death.

As might be expected the majority of this number was comprised of noncombatants.*’

Within a few hours after the shootdown the RPF battalion in Kigali was fully engaged in
combat. Within twenty-four hours the civil war had been renewed. The RPF, far more pro-
fessional and disciplined than its Rwandan Army opponents, sought contact with enemy

forces and strove to maintain it.

Among the hundreds of deaths in the first twenty-four hours, several were of extreme
consequence. The leaders of three opposition parties were killed. The moderate prime
minister, Ms. Agathe Uwilingiyimana and ten Belgian UN peacekeepers that were serving
as her bodyguards were also assassinated.’” Sensing a potential need for rapid UN action,
General Dallaire, commander of UNAMIR had tried to create a “quick reaction force” from
the soldiers he had been assigned. It was envisioned that this force would be able to respond
to a variety of situations. Unfortunately, due to combination of training and equipment
problems, the quick reaction rorce was not ready.5 I The Rwandan Army, their allies, and
the Interhamwe essentially decapitated moderate Hutu opposition and dealt what would

come to be seen as a deathblow to UNAMIR in the first twenty-four hours of the genocide.”

News of the violence traveled rapidly. On 7 April, President Clinton condemned the
murder of Prime Minister Uwilingiyimana. He also called for a return to the cease-fire.””

Any United States military operation mounted in Rwanda or neighboring countries
would fall under the overall command of the United States European Command (EUCOM).
EUCOM had been already paying attention to Rwanda and had even created a Rwanda
Working Group prior to the shootdown.”* EUCOM immediately asked the Joint Staff if
Rwanda contingency plans should be made. The answer was an emphatic no for anything
other than a noncombatant evacuation operation (NEO). EUCOM was to simply monitor
the situation.”® There would be no U.S. involvement. EUCOM followed orders, but ex-
panded the Rwanda Working Group. It was a busy period for EUCOM. Five Joint Task
Forces (JTFs) were already in operation in the theater.’® Accordingly the apparent decision

not to mount an operation in Rwanda was not unwelcome.

In the wake of the violence in Rwanda, UNAMIR was unable to conduct operations in
accordance with the mandate. Instead the blue helmets concentrated on establishing safe
havens for Rwandan noncombatants. Civilians flocked to the protection oftered by the UN
peacekeepers. Rwandan Army, Interhamwe, and RPF fighters did test UN resolve to defend

these areas.””

The secretary-general has stated that he kept the Security Council appraised of all
Rwanda developments he was aware of.’® On 9 April, the assistant secretary-general
for peace keeping operations provided an additional briefing on Rwanda to the Security
Council.® The OAU also reported itself ready to fully cooperate with any efforts the UN
might initiate.
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International response was initially rapid. U.S. personnel (225 total) evacuated them-
selves from Rwanda via road convoy on 10 April. The ambassador and a number of embassy
personnel remained on station. For a period of time the fighting eftectively trapped the am-
bassador in his residence. On 11 April French and Belgian troops landed in Kigali to assist

in the evacuation of their nationals.%°

UNAMIR was also struggling to respond to the situation. UNAMIR troops deployed
from the RPF-Rwandan DMZ to the capitol. The next day the Belgian minister for foreign
affairs reported that the Belgians were leaving UNAMIR. On the 13™, Belgium recom-
mended suspending UNAMIR. The secretary-general said UNAMIR would remain.®! The
national governments, with the exception of Ghana, made it clear to their UNAMIR contin-
gents that self-protection was of the highest priority.®> General Dallaire, commanding
UNAMIR, sought to reverse the defensive orientation of the national contingents, obtain
reinforcements, stop the genocide and bring the parties back to the negotiating table. It is
doubtful whether the latter could have been accomplished under any conditions. Once back
on the offensive, the RPF was not inclined to negotiations. Their leaders correctly sensed
that they possessed a markedly superior fighting force than the Rwandan Army and that
victory could be theirs.%?

The United States response was in some ways surprisingly rapid. By 7 April representa-
tives from the United States had clearly stated their opposition to shifting the authority for
UNAMIR’s mission from Chapter VI to Chapter VII of the UN charter. This would have en-
abled the UNAMIR commander to take bolder and potentially more dangerous actions, in-
cluding acts of combat to carry out the assignment. However, conducting Chapter VII
operations would expose the blue helmets to potentially much higher personal risk and
opened the possibility of full-blown combat with both RPF and Rwandan Army forces. Dur-
ing the same week National Security Advisor Anthony Lake became the first western politi-

cal figure to demand a stop to the killing and to place the blame squarely on Hutu leaders.%*

President Clinton spoke with reporters in Minneapolis on 8 April. He stated that he been
involved with lengthy conversation about the Rwandan situation with Secretary of State
Christopher, Secretary of Defense Perry, and National Security Advisor Lake. The subject
of utmost concern was the safety of U.S. citizens in Rwanda.®” Three days later, on 11 April,
the president was able to report that 275 United States Marines had been flown to
Bujumbura to assist with the evacuation of U.S. citizens from Rwanda. However, the
Marines had not been required to cross into Rwandan territory. Ambassador Rawson was

singled out for his efforts.®® The Marines then returned to their ships in the Indian Ocean.

Within a short period of time, the Defense Department had established a Rwandan Task
Force.®” The task force collected and forwarded intelligence on the situation in Rwanda.
Among the data collected was a daily estimate of those killed.®® Under National Security
Council (NSC) auspices, a Rwanda Interagency Working Group (IWG) was also established.
In a short period of time, daily IWG conferences were being held. Some of these were con-
ducted by Video Teleconference (VIC), but most were in the Situation Room in the White

House.% Participants in the videoconferences included representatives from State, NSC,
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U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID), Defense, CIA, and the Office of the
U.S. ambassador to the UN’ The meeting held in person tended to involve only members
whose agencies were located in Washington.”! According to one participant, it was clear that
there was no desire to become involved on the ground in Africa.””* And while these meetings
were supposed to focus on policy, on at least one question the issue of potential impacts on

the 1994 elections was specifically raised.”

Although the IWG was drawn from a disparate group of agencies, the membership had,
according to one participant, one thing in common. None were experts, or even essentially
well versed in the politics of the Great Lakes region of Africa. None understood the histori-
cal and political context involving the French and the former colonial powers.” This lack
was shared by the major cabinet level actors as well, specifically Secretary Warren Christo-
pher, National Security Advisor (NSA) Tony Lake and Secretary of Defense William Perry.”

As the IWG worked out their internal procedures, events continued to move at the UN

Interestingly, although Belgium had been the first state to favor a withdrawal from
Rwanda, Belgian Foreign Minister Willy Claes initially pressed for armed intervention by
UN forces. He rapidly gave up this idea in the face of French and United States opposi
tion.”® Nor did he have unanimous support in Belgium.

On 11 April, the UNAMIR troops, that had been guarding a school where two-thousand
refugees were being sheltered, were redeployed to Kigali airport. The refugees remained
behind. Almost all were killed shortly thereafter. At this point, the UN had no doubts that
widespread killing was going on in Rwanda and that there was a strong ethnic component to

some of the shooting.”’

Still, Dallaire’s thought that UNAMIR could provide some stability clearly had merit.
With only the UNAMIR troops in the capitol, he was providing security for thousands of dis-
placed persons.”® Had he received the five battalions and armored personnel carriers he re-

quested, much more would have been possible.

At the Security Council, the subject of debate was whether UNAMIR should be contin-
ued. Now that initial concerns about the safety of their own citizens had been answered, the
question was what to do with UNAMIR. Belgium, having abandoned any idea of interven-

tion, pressed hard to withdraw the UN force.”

The Belgian argument was easy to follow. Events in Rwanda were developing rapidly and
unpredictably. Although the Rwandan Army and the RPF had seemingly embraced a “hands
off” policy toward UN safe havens, this had lasted slightly less than a week. On 18 April, dis-
placed persons and UNAMIR forces within UNAMIR havens came under mortar attack.
The next day Uganda requested that UNAMIR be retained and reinforced.®* On 21 April,
Bangladesh threatened to withdraw its forces and the Security Council unanimously voted
to make the withdrawal of UNAMIR from Rwanda a reality.81 However, as events unfolded
UNAMIR was never completely removed from Rwanda, and 450 UN soldiers remained in
Kigali throughout the crisis in order to secure the airport.*® Despite their small numbers

these troops also managed to provide sanctuary for as many as 20,000 displaced persons.®®
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Yet they could not cover all the people that UNAMIR had originally sheltered, and when
UNAMIR forces left, death inevitably followed.?*

In the years following the Rwanda crisis, the question, “Did the UN and the United States
know genocide was being conducted in Rwanda?” was frequently asked. Obviously the an-
swer is yes, although when that fact became known is a tougher question to answer. It was
clear; almost at once, that widespread killing was going on, that civilians were being tar-
geted and that the civil war was once again raging. Independent confirmation of these con-
ditions came from evacuated civilians, UNAMIR soldiers, and NGOs such as the Red Cross
that reported “tens of thousands, perhaps hundreds of thousands of dead” by 21 April.*®
On 23 April, the killing campaign intensified, reaching into the countryside and rural areas

that had previously been unaffected.

Part of the reason the United States was slow to recognize, and even slower to admit, that
genocide was ongoing in Rwanda can be traced back to the U.S. experience in Somalia. A
common perception among senior U.S. decision makers was that involvement in the Soma-
lia civil war had led to the debacle of Mogadishu. This was especially true in the case of War-

ren Christopher.
Michael Barnett, a member of the United States mission to the UN in 1994 has stated:

By mid to late April, people in the Security Council knew it was genocide, but refused to
call it such because, ultimately, one understood that if you used the term genocide, then
you might be forced to act. And when someone suggested that maybe they should call a
genocide a genocide, they were quietly reminded that perhaps they should not use such

language.®’

Although other participants differ as to why the term genocide was not used, all agree
that a decision was made to not call the widespread killing genocide.®® The very fact this dis-
cussion was held indicates that there was general knowledge of mass killings going on inside

Rwanda.

On 29 April, Boutros Boutros-Ghali went before the Security Council to ask for consider-
ation of sending reinforcements to Rwanda.? Such a force, if approved, would have to be
“well equipped, very mobile and able to protect itself.” The secretary-general admitted that
he was not sure if even such a force would be able to bring about an end to the massacres.”
On that very day, outgoing security council president, Colin Keating of New Zealand, took
matters into his own hands and forced the council to approve a resolution. The council had
been debating the issue for several days. Some members, such as China were opposed to any
recommendation of strong action. Other members, such as the United States, did not want
the term genocide used. Keating informed the council that unless they could reach agree-
ment he would declare the meeting an open session.”! This would have made the wording
and positions of the opposing states public. The council rapidly passed a resolution recom-

mending strong action, but refrained from the use of the word genocide.”
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On 30 April President Clinton made a radio address. He spoke to the leaders of both the
RPF and the Rwandan Army, urging them to stop the killing. The word genocide was not

used, nor was there any intimation of U.S. or UN action.”

As the Rwanda IWG continued to attempt to craft policy options, it became apparent that
no organization or senior decision maker wanted lead responsibility.”* Rwanda was a very
hot potato. Of all the organizations represented at the table, the Defense Department was
the most reluctant to do anything that might lead to U.S. involvement.”” But DoD’s reluc-
tance was in many ways indicative of the inability of decision makers to craft a policy that

DoD could understand and support.”®

Officials continued to use the word “chaos” to describe the killings in Rwanda. Some
VTC participants saw Rwanda as a failed state; one that had failed from an excess of tribal-

ism. Others thought the strife was of a permanent nature.*’

Yet, over the course of the crisis, the option of committing United States forces either
unilaterally or in conjunction with the OAU, or UN was continually raised. Later, when the
French were launching Operation Tourquoise, there was even discussion of the United
States militarily joining that effort.”® The memory of the perceived failure of U.S. policy in
Somalia hung heavy over these discussions, as indeed it did over most U.S. foreign policy
deliberations.” Defense Department representatives were also affected by distant memo-

ries of Vietnam.!'%°

Discussions among United States actors were not confined to the IWG level. Rwanda was
a standard topic of discussions at informal luncheons of Defense Secretary Perry, Secretary
of State Christopher and NSA Tony Lake. These gatherings were referred to as PCL or
“pickle” meetings.'! However, there were no NSC Principals meetings being held to dis-

cuss Rwanda during the first two months of the crisis.!??

Whether at the IWG or at the “pickle” level, one component of the crisis stood out clearly.
There was no major U.S. public support for involvement in Rwanda. The Congressional
Black Caucus had not called for intervention. This fact was not lost on the president who
specifically asked if the Congressional Black Caucus was showing a strong interest in the is-
sue.'”® The New York Times twice ran editorials cautioning against providing more than lo-
gistic support and financial aid to Rwanda relief. The point was also made that the United
States has no vital interests at stake in Rwanda. Both the Washington Post and the Los Angeles
Times took similar positions.

On 3 May, President Clinton appeared on the Cable Network News (CNN) program
“Global Forum with President Clinton.” In the course of the show the president was asked
what to do about Rwanda. He replied that he, like everyone, was shocked at the “slaughter,”
but hoped that the recognition of military and political dimensions would lead to avoiding

the problems of Somalia. There was no discussion of intervention.!**

Despite the president’s appearance on the CNN news show, Rwanda was by no means the

“hot” story of 1994 as far as the U.S. press was concerned.'” Events in Haiti and Bosnia
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dominated U.S. stories about the international scene as potential health care and crime bills
did the domestic.'” In part, this lack of coverage was due to a paucity of press assets in Cen-
tral Africa and the difficulty in getting news crews and reporters into the country. However,
reports, primarily in print media, did reach major news markets. In the United States, the
New York Times gave the most play to stories about Rwanda, but the Times’ coverage was
not extensive, especially compared to Canadian papers. In part, the press’ difficulty in get-
ting at the Rwanda story was that neither the Rwandan Army nor the RPF wanted the scru-
tiny of the world press on their activities.

Congressional attention eventually touched on Rwanda. Secretary of State Albright testi-
fied on 5 May to the House Foreign Operations Subcommittee of the House Appropria-
tions Committee. She briefly discussed Rwanda and also took the opportunity to brief the
committee on Presidential Decision Directive 25 (PDD 25), which had but recently been
signed into force. As Secretary Albright put it, PDD 25 was seen as a way to “make multilat-

eral peace operations more selective and more effective.!"?

In reality PDD-25 was designed to make U.S. participation in peacekeeping operations
a far more difficult mission into which to enter. The PDD established criteria concerning
command and control, funding and the selection of which peacekeeping operations to sup-
port. Critics claimed that the president had effectively shut the United States out of the
peacekeeping business. Many within government traced the origin of the PDD back to the
battle of Mogadishu and the failure of the Clinton administration’s Somalia policy. It was, in
the words of one ambassador, “emblematic of the times.”!%® But the PDD would also make it
easier for government organizations opposed to intervention of any sort to advance their

position.'*?

In discussing Rwanda, Ambassador Albright stated that the OAU had volunteered to
contribute forces, but that funding for those forces would have to be provided. The UN did
not have the money that was needed and was starting a voluntary fund for Rwanda. The UN
secretary-general hoped the United States would pay a portion of that funding. The ambas-
sador referred to the dilemma as a “chicken and egg situation.”''” When asked for specifics
regarding the killings in Rwanda, Ambassador Albright answered that it was “hard” to get
information out of Rwanda, but that while the exact numbers were unknown it seemed that
the victims were mostly Tutsi and some moderate Hutus. The four hundred troops in Kigali
were said to be “trying to help with negotiations, protect the UN negotiators there, and try-
ing to provide some protection to Rwandans who sought protection under the UN
force.”!!! The prospect of putting more forces into Rwanda was complicated by the fact that
the RPF did not want additional peacekeepers in the country. The ambassador also voiced

doubt as to whether or not the Rwandan peace operation had “started out properly.”!!?

These were public statements. Ambassador Albright has since stated that she did not
agree with the orders she was receiving from Washington in regard to Rwanda. She claims
to have “screamed about the instructions,” feeling they were “wrong.”!'> However, as an
ambassador, she had to “follow” those instructions.''* Her account has been substantiated

by one IWG participant.'!®
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Other voices were also heard in Congress on the subject of Rwanda. Kofi Annan, then the
under secretary-general of the UN, testified before the Senate Foreign Relations Subcom-
mittee on Africa on 2 May 1994. Annan focused on the extent of the crisis. He noted that
the situation was so bad that Médicins Sans Frontieres and the Red Cross had either sus-
pended operations in Rwanda all together, or confined themselves to Kigali. He noted that
Rwanda was “the most violent and virulent of all African challenges” and that the UN was
“doing everything within its power to respond to the devastation which is occurring.” He set
the casualty figures at 100,000 dead, and 2 million displaced, within fourteen days. Senator
Simon (D-IL) asked what the United States could or should do. Annan replied that the
United States had the required lift capability, military hardware and speed of action that
was desperately needed. Furthermore, he added, even if the United States was unwilling to
commit ground forces, it could “lead the international community in mobilizing re-
sources.!!'® When Simon asked about the capability of the OAU to be of greater support in

helping answer the Rwanda problem Annan replied, “At least they tried.”'!”

Although it took some time, pictures and video of the devastation and genocide that was
sweeping Rwanda began to appear internationally.''® In the United States, many congres-
sional representatives reported themselves horrified at the images. However, while there
was support for increased aid for NGOs and UN agencies in Rwanda, there were no calls to

send U.S. troops.'"?

On 4 May George Moose, an assistant secretary of state, was before the House Foreign
Affairs Committee. By now congressional representatives were using the terms “genocide,”
and “holocaust” to describe the killings in Rwanda. Furthermore Representative Johnston
(D-FL) made it clear that the genocide was being carried out by Interhamwe and elements
of the Rwandan Army. He further noted that the killing has been carefully planned and de-
liberately executed. Moose explained the killings had begun in Kigali, then spread to the
countryside. The victims were moderate Hutu opposition leaders and Tutsis of every type.

120 After run-

Casualties were estimated at 100,000 dead and more than 300,00 refugees.
ning down a long list of actions, the United States was taking to address the situation, Moose
noted “In the end only the Rwandans can bring peace to their country. No outside effort can
succeed without commitment to peace by the combatants themselves. The influence of the

international community on internal conflicts of this type is limited.”!2!

The committee was hard on Moose. One of the more telling points they raised was that
although UNAMIR had been removed out of concern for the soldiers’ safety, the 400 troops
in Kigali had been safe since the second day of the fighting. Moose admitted that this was
s0.'%2 He also made it clear that U.S. and UN missions that were being dispatched to the re-
gion were not actually scheduled to enter Rwanda. Moose downplayed the chance of French

or Belgian capabilities to “influence the current situation” due to “historical baggage.”'#*

However, despite the committee’s willingness to put Moose on the spot, only Alcee
Hastings (D-FL) was willing to call for U.S. armed intervention.'** Others, such as Repre-
sentative Dan Burton (R-IN) were willing to support a multilateral intervention, as long as

U.S. troops were not part of the operation.!'?’
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Other congressional personalities tried a more direct approach. Personally contacting
General Dallaire, Senators Paul Simon (D-IL) and Jim Jeffords (R-VT) were told “If I can
get 5,000 to 8,000 troops here quickly we can stop the whole thing.” Accordingly the Sena-

tors both wrote President Clinton urging rapid action.'

In New York, the UN Security Council continued to wrestle with the problem of Rwanda.
On 1 May, Tanzania formally protested the decision to draw down UNAMIR. This act, it
was argued “demonstrated that the tragedy in Rwanda was of no concern to the interna-
tional community, and stood in sharp contrast to the peacekeeping efforts of the organiza-
tion elsewhere.”'”” Unnamed Clinton administration officials stated that they were
considering helping organize and fund an African intervention in Rwanda, but that the idea
of any direct U.S. intervention had been rejected.'*® Ambassador Madeline Albright rein-
forced this the next day during an interview on CNN.!'%?

On 3 May, Kofi Annan blamed the lack of support for direct action in Rwanda on two ma-
jor factors. One was fear of placing national forces at risk.'** This fear was fueled by past
events in Rwanda and current events in Bosnia. The other factor was the lack of a feeling of

“kinship” by the populations of western states for the people of Rwanda.

On 4 May, Boutros Boutros-Ghali referred to the killing in Rwanda as genocide.'! So
too did David Breyer, director of the nongovernmental organization Oxfam. He reported
that as many as 500,000 Rwandans might have been killed.'*?

On 13 May, the Security Council was prepared to vote on restoring UNAMIR strength in
Rwanda. Ambassador Albright delayed the vote for four days.'** On 17 May, the Council
passed Resolution 918 authorizing UNAMIR II, an expanded UNAMIR. UNAMIR II
would consist of 5,500 personnel. Its mandate was to provide protection to displaced per-
sons, refugees, and civilians at risk while supporting relief efforts. 13

Although UNAMIR II boasted an authorized strength of 5,500, the required soldiers
could not be found. Ghana immediately volunteered to send in the first of four phased in-
stallments, but made it clear their troops would need Armored Personnel Carriers (APC).
The UN requested the United States provide the vehicles on 19 May.'* Two weeks later the

United States publicly agreed to provide the APCs.!*

Meanwhile the RPF was collecting an impressive string of military successes against the
Rwandan Army. They were still not keen on a UN intervention and possible interruption of
their campaign.'®” Despite the arms embargo, both forces were being resupplied through-
out the campaign, but the greater war-fighting skill and discipline of the RPF was credited
as the most important elements of their victories. However, RPF professionalism only ex-
tended so far behind the battle lines. They were “less than precise” when it came to the

Geneva protocols invoking the noncombatant status of hospitals and so on.'*®

As the RPF steadily advanced, UNAMIR II continued to be plagued by trouble. The

transfer of the APCs came to be seen as an essential component to a successful deployment.
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The United States had the vehicles and had publicly agreed to transfer them. However, in

reality U.S. actions would cast serious doubts on Washington’s commitment to that agreement.

At the best of times, the bureaucratic processes of the UN are cumbersome. Things hap-
pen slowly. Paperwork is extensive. When faced with a crisis, this process can be speeded up,
but only with the intervention and oversight of an interested, powerful party.'® In the past
the United States has played such a role. This time the United States did not.'*’ Disagree-
ments over the terms of the APC contract were frequent and often focused on such details as
taillights and painting the vehicles white.'*! United States officials kept asking for clarifying
details, slowing down the process.'*? At least one contemporary editorial accused the White
House or the NSC as being responsible for the delay in turning over the APCs.'** The end
result of this slow and cumbersome process was that the APCs would never be transferred
from U.S. custody until after an RPF victory was certain.'** UNAMIR II would never be-

come an effective force.

But the killing continued. By mid-May the International Red Cross estimated that
500,000 people had been killed in Rwanda. The RPF held half of Rwanda and were tighten-
ing their hold on the environs of Kigali. Hutu refugees were “streaming” from the capitol to
areas still dominated by the Rwandan Army.'*® On 21 May the RPF gained control of the
Kigali airport and refused to turn it over to UNAMIR.!*® Yet, within the zone controlled by
the RPF, the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR), the United Na-
tions Children’s Fund (UNICEF), and the World Food Program (WFP) and the ICRC were
active. These agencies were even able to provide what amounted to systemic humanitarian
assistance.'*” This fact would appear to strengthen the argument that the RPF’s aversion to
an increased UNAMIR presence was fear of being forced to give up their offensive short of

total victory, rather than a general reluctance to deal with the UN and other actors.

In late May the secretary-general began an increasingly anguished cry for support in
stopping what he was publicly calling genocide in Rwanda. While recognizing a “general fa-
tigue on the part of the international community regarding peacekeeping,” the growth of
peacekeeping missions and the difficulties with past operations such as Somalia, Boutros

Boutros-Ghali still labeled Rwanda “a failure of the entire international community.”'**

During the same time period, President Clinton addressed the topic of United States in-
tervention while giving the keynote commencement speech at the United States Naval
Academy. The president’s remarks made it clear that it was unlikely sufficient national in-
terests were at stake in Rwanda to warrant United States intervention.'* The next day the
president signed Executive Order 12918, embargoing arms sales and transfers to Rwanda. !>
President Clinton repeated this point about no United States military intervention to the
French press on 7 June.'"”! The United States was willing to help, but would not commit
troops. The president pointed out that the United States already had forces committed to
Korea, to Europe, and to the blockade of Haiti. Developments in Bosnia and Haiti could
place additional demands on the armed forces of the United States. The United States
would provide financial assistance and armored support. The president thought that only

a modest force, fielded by several African states offered the best hope of success.'%?
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On 8 June the Security Council passed Resolution 925, endorsing the immediate deploy-
ment of two battalions to Rwanda and also extended the UNAMIR mandate.'** Troops for
the battalions were not forth coming. The European Command (EUCOM) APCs had yet to
be delivered and it was increasingly becoming apparent that no major deployment of UN
forces was likely. On 20 June the Security Council voted to extend UNOMUR until 21 Sep-
tember.'* The day before, 19 June, the secretary-general told the Security Council that the
French had informed him of “their willingness to undertake with Council authorization, a
French-commanded multinational operation to assure the security and protection of dis-
placed persons and civilians at risk in Rwanda. The U.S.-led United Task Force in Somalia

155

(UNI) was cited as a precedent.

On 20 June the French directly addressed their fellow members of the Security Council.
France and Senegal were prepared to deploy troops into Rwanda. They were ready to move
“without delay” and wanted Chapter VII authorization.'”® They also insisted that the man-

date empower them to use “all means necessary” to carry out their mission.'%”

As the Security Council debated the French offer, the RPF continued to make headway
against the Rwandan Army. As the RPF advanced the numbers of Hutu refugees continued
to grow. UNAMIR’s troop strength in Rwanda had grown from 444 to 503. The Rwandan
noncombatant casualty list continued to grow. Any doubts about the existence of genocide
had long been dealt with at the IWG. The mood was one of “increasing urgency” and the
French offer was appealing.'*® But the problem of a lack of knowledge continued to affect
the decision-making process. In the words of one participant, “State assumed the French
would stabilize the situation and separate the warring parties. It never occurred to them
that the genocidaires would use this as an opportunity to rest, reconsolidate, and then es-
cape across the border. It never occurred to them that the French would allow this, even

though many the genocidaires were their former clients.”!%

On 22 June 1994 France’s offer was accepted by the Security Council. Resolution 929 au-
thorized the French to intervene in Rwanda under UN auspices. The operation was to con-
clude on 21 August.'% This was only the sixth time that a UN operation had been approved
under Chapter VII of the charter. The first elements of what would be known as “Operation
Tourquoise” deployed into Uganda that very day. By early July more than 2,000 troops
were on the ground.'®" On 27 June President Clinton addressed the members of the White
House Conference on Africa.'®? United States financial, material and “statistical” support
was being provided for the efforts in Rwanda, including more than $100 million in humani-
tarian relief. To date, the author has been unable to discover just what the president meant
by “statistical” relief.'®® The president also expressed support for the French intervention

and affirmed that the United States was committed to bringing genocidaires to justice.

The ever-growing numbers of Rwandan cross-border refugees resulted in a shift in the
relative interest of the various agencies attempting to come to grips with the problem in
Washington. From the beginning of the crisis, USAID, true to its charter, had been anxious
to do whatever was possible to alleviate the suffering in Rwanda and in neighboring refugee

camps. In fact, it was acknowledged by some participants that USAID was probably the most
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“out in front” of all the United States foreign policy community.'®* But USAID had not been
able to significantly advance its position with other members of the interagency working

group (IWG). Tony Lake was sympathetic, but the president was not.'%®

As the numbers of Rwandan refugees crossing into Tanzania and Zaire increased, two
major developments ensued. The first was that the State Department’s Bureau for Popula-
tion, Refugee, and Migration (PRM) became progressively more involved in the situa-
tion.'% As the refugees flooded across international borders and pooled in increasingly

huge and unhealthy camps, NGOs rapidly found themselves overwhelmed.

The second major effect was that “the CNN effect” which had previously been muted,
now became more pronounced.!'®” Reporters who had previously found it difficult to enter
Rwanda had no such problems in entering the camps.168 The conditions, death, and suffer-
ing were the stuff of powerful news stories and media coverage increased dramatically.'®?
This resulted in a further increase in the urgency felt by members of the IWG and a growing
sense that some U.S. response was going to be required.!’’ Despite State’s increased in-
volvement, at the IWG meetings there was an increasing sense that the State Department,
and Warren Christopher, were deferring more and more to the NSC and Tony Lake. Chris-
topher was not an “Africa hand” and was having other diplomatic difficulties. Tony Lake, in
contrast, was very interested in Africa.!”! Defense Department representatives were still ex-
tremely reluctant to support any initiatives that might require the use of military forces in
the Great Lakes region. There was a general agreement that there were still no U.S. na-
tional interests at stake.!” The military also had concerns with any deployment’s effect on

readiness and budget, as well as potential combat risks to U.S. personnel.!”

In Rwanda, the RPF continued its string of victories. RPF troops were closing in on
Rwandan Army strongholds in both the southwest and north-central portion of Rwanda.
Refugee flows in excess of two million people were in motion away from the fighting.!”*
Fear of the RPF, fear of being caught up in the general conflict, and the urgings of Radio
Television Libre des Milles Collines, all incited Hutus to flee.!”® Ostensibly in reaction to
these developments the French felt compelled to establish a safe humanitarian zone in the
Cyangugu-Kibuye-Gikongoro triangle in southwestern Rwanda. French-led forces deployed
into the zone on 9 July.!”® Five days later the RPF had taken full control of Kigali and cap-
tured Butare, Rwanda’s second largest city.!”” Neither the leaders of the RPF or the Rwandan
government were interested in discussing a cease-fire agreement. In the United States, an

RPF victory was being increasingly seen as the most likely way to stop the genocide.!”

By 14 July, approximately 1.5 million Rwandans, mostly Hutu, had crossed the border
into Zaire. This number included “virtually all the forces of the former Rwandan Govern-
mental Army.” Zaire’s ability to deal with such a flow was nonexistent and the Security
Council called on the international community to mobilize all available resources to pro-
vide urgently needed humanitarian assistance. As many as 850,000 refugees settled in the
vicinity of Goma.'” Another 350,000 stayed in camps in the South Kivu region. United
States-based humanitarian NGOs also began to marshal their forces to deal with the

situation.
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Among the more active of these groups was the Capitol Hill Hunger Consortium. In ad-
dition to serving as a lobbying group for humanitarian programs, the Consortium also pro-
vided consulting services to several NGOs and UN agencies.'®’ Eugene Dewey directed the
Consortium. Mr. Dewey was a former senior official in both the UN and the State Depart-
ment and he was well connected on Capitol Hill. On 14 July, he phoned contacts on the
NSC staff, stressing the need for United States leadership. He did not stop with entreaties.
Mr. Dewey also drafted an action plan, which he provided to his contacts on the NSC and
certain influential congressmen, such as Tony Hall (D-OH).'8! Dewey claims that his pro-
posals were actually presented to the NSC.!®? In the wake of this lobbying effort there were
increased numbers of letters from the Congressional Black Caucus to the president request-
ing increased aid to Rwanda. Black Caucus chairman Donald Payne (D-N]J) penned the
strongest of these letters. Sources within the NSC have confirmed that the Dewey proposal
was among several plans made available to NSA Lake and other key figures. However, it was

just one of several action plans under consideration.'®?

On 15 July President Clinton dispatched USAID’s Brian Atwood to Goma in order to as-
sess the severity of the humanitarian crisis. While there, Atwood met with General Dellaire
and Charles Petrie, deputy director, United Nations Mission Rwanda Emergency Office. At
the meeting Petrie “begged” for additional UNAMIR forces. According to Petrie, “It was
fascinating to see how much support, compassion and willingness to help give there was at
the time.'®* Shortly after Atwood returned, he personally briefed the president.'®® For what
appears to be the first time in the crisis, the possibility that United States was likely to send
military forces into the African Great Lakes region became public knowledge. In EUCOM
the initial indicator, at the action officer level, that something more than “monitoring” was

be needed came in the form of White House press release.!®®

On 18 July the RPF reached the Zairian frontier and declared a unilateral cease-fire.
With the exception of the French “humanitarian zone,” the entire country of Rwanda was
under RPF control.'®” The RPF formed a “government of national unity.!®® Representa-
tives of all parties named in the Arusha Peace Accords were represented with the exception

of the more extreme, Hutu-dominated parties.

On the next day, cholera appeared in the refugee camps of Goma. This was rapidly fol-
lowed by an outbreak of dysentery.'®® The UNHCR urgently appealed for assistance as
stockpiled relief supplies for half a million people had run out.'” The very nature of the
disease placed additional burdens upon the United States decision making apparatus.
Cholera is extremely virulent and dangerous. It had broken out in the camps as a result of
contaminated water supplies and a lack of sanitation facilities. Water purification equip-
ment and associated hygienic items were needed immediately. Only the United States had

the unquestioned ability to lift the required materials into the theater in a timely fashion.'?!

On 21 July Brian Atwood personally briefed the president on the situation.'?

The end of the civil war dramatically changed the relative influence among the members
of the IWG. Defense Department representatives had lost one of their most compelling ar-

guments against the deployment of United States forces into the region. With the shooting
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at an end, United States personnel would be at little or no risk from combat. The Somalia

analogy no longer seemed as applicable.'%?

Given the new situation on the ground however, “clear objectives and endpoints” could
be identified.'”* This would satisfy at least one condition laid down by PDD-25, although
the issue of national interest remained problematic. Furthermore, the diminished risk to

United States forces also meant there was less political risk in mounting an operation.'?”

On 22 July, President Clinton announced a major increase in United States aid and di-
rected the Department of Defense to commit troops to the relief effort.'”® He noted that
prior to making this decision he had met with Brian Atwood to get Atwood’s report on the
situation in the refugee camps. The threat of cholera was said to have been an important el-
ement in the decision. Interestingly, NSA Lake, Deputy Secretary of Defense Deutch,
USAID Director Atwood, and General Shalikashvili, chairman of the Joints Chiefs of Staff,
were charged with conducting the operation.; The decision was unilateral, but consistent

with calls for international action made by the UN

Once the decision was made, United States response was rapid. Initial airdrops of food
from Special Operations C-130 aircraft were being conducted within twelve hours.'” Led
by General John Nix, of European Command, United States troops were on the ground and
conducting operations within forty-eight hours.'® In less than twenty-four hours, following

the arrival of United States forces, purified water was being provided to the refugees.?”

From late July until early October more than thirty-five hundred United States person-
nel participated in Operation Support Hope. In addition to water purification, United
States forces were involved with aid distribution projects, establishing and maintaining air-
field operations, and providing logistic support to UN forces.?’! The total cost of the opera-
tion was evaluated to be $123.9 million.?°> And while Rwanda would continue to attract

United States observation and concern for years, the immediate crisis was over.
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